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Peaceful  Coexistence  and  New  Thinking 

18030004a  Moscow  SSHA:  EKONOMIKA,  POLITJKA, 
IDEOLOGIYA  in  Russian  No  12,  Dec  87  (signed  to 
press  18  Nov  87)  pp  3-10 

[Article  by  A.V.  Nikiforov] 

[Text]  The  main  problem  in  the  policy  of  peaceful 
coexistence  consists  in  finding  and  pursuing  the  kind  of 
line  in  international  relations  that  will  secure  peace, 
disarmament,  the  all-round  convergence  of  peoples,  and 
the  realization  of  their  national  and  social  aspirations.  It 
is  probable  that  all  governments  would  endorse  these 
goals.  Differences  of  opinion  arise  when  specific  inter¬ 
national  problems  must  be  solved  with  consideration  for 
these  goals.  This  is  when  the  diverging  views  of  states  on 
the  essence  of  these  problems  and  the  ways  of  means  of 
their  resolution  are  fully  revealed.  The  class  interests  of 
ruling  circles,  the  personality  of  the  leader,  prevailing 
cultural  traditions  and  philosophical  views,  the  overall 
level  and  exact  stage  of  economic  development,  geo¬ 
graphic  location,  and  the  balance  of  power  in  the  region 
and  in  the  world  as  a  whole-— these  and  many  other 
factors  determine  the  policy  of  a  state.  They  develop  and 
change,  lose  their  significance  and  regain  it,  and  are 
intermingled  in  various  combinations  depending  on  the 
nature  of  the  foreign  policy  problems  and  behavior  of 
other  countries.  Maximum  consideration  for  this  variety 
of  forces  and  interests,  the  determination  of  the  spheres 
in  which  they  coincide,  the  assessment  of  the  validity  of 
the  state’s  own  demands,  the  consideration  of  possible 
concessions,  and  the  prognostication  of  the  possible 
effects  of  various  decisions — these  are  the  alpha  and 
omega  of  practical  policy,  and  these,  irrespective  of  all 
types  of  rational  judgments  and  calculations,  are  what 
raise  it  to  an  art.  The  success  of  the  policy  of  peaceful 
coexistence  will  depend  on  how  we  do  this  now  and  in 
the  future. 

It  would  be  difficult  to  overestimate  the  role  our  social 
sciences,  especially  philosophy,  history,  and  political 
science,  must  play  in  the  development  of  the  new  polit¬ 
ical  thinking  and  the  elaboration  of  specific  recommen¬ 
dations  for  practical  policy  on  this  basis.  Much  has 
already  been  done  to  elucidate  the  postures,  interests, 
and  goals  of  the  developed  capitalist  powers  in  the  world 
arena,  to  disclose  the  driving  forces  and  mechanisms 
involved  in  their  foreign  policymaking,  and  to  expose  the 
reactionary  essence  of  this  policy.  The  policy  of  devel¬ 
oping  countries  is  now  less  predictable  and  more  varied 
and  variable,  and  their  assessments  of  the  prospects  for 
their  development  and  their  foreign  policy  behavior  are 
more  realistic.  Without  relaxing  our  efforts  in  these 
areas,  we  must  pay  much  more  attention  to  studies  of  the 
foreign  policy  of  socialist  countries,  especially  the  USSR, 
Everyone  knows  the  reasons  for  the  obvious  stagnation 
in  this  field.  The  level  of  research  (or,  more  precisely,  of 
publications)  on  foreign  policy  could  hardly  be  higher 


than  the  level  of  the  social  sciences  as  a  whole.  Dogma¬ 
tism,  abstract  discussions  isolated  from  reality,  the  con¬ 
cealment  of  unpleasant  facts,  and  many  of  the  other 
shortcomings  for  which  the  CPSU  Central  Committee 
sternly  criticized  the  social  sciences  are  present  in  abun¬ 
dance  in  studies  of  Soviet  foreign  policy.  Superficial 
commentaries  and  hymns  of  praise  combined  with  irate 
attacks  on  an  adversary  lacking  the  sense  to  appreciate 
our  proposals — we  are  all  familiar  with  this  format  of  the 
typical  article  and  some  books. 

'‘"Contemporary  socialism  must  first  understand  itselfC 
A.N.  Yakovlev  said.  “This  will  not  happen  if  social 
scientists  continue  to  be  intimidated  by  the  fear  of 
discovering  problems  that  do  not  fit  into  political  deci¬ 
sions  yet  and  if  they  continue  to  view  the  latter  only  from 
the  standpoint  of  commentators.”*  Because  the  majority 
of  works  on  foreign  policy  rephrase,  explain,  and  sub¬ 
stantiate  decisions  which  have  already  been  made,  they 
cannot  be  of  any  practical  value  and  they  are  failing  to 
keep  up  with  current  requirements.  This  failure  is  all  the 
more  apparent  against  the  background  of  the  USSR’s 
new  dynamism  and  flexibility,  which  have  given  strong 
momentum  to  all  world  politics. 

In  the  important  and  difficult  but  joyous  and  cleansing 
work  of  our  historians,  economists,  and  sociologists,  who 
are  reassessing  the  current  problems  of  socialism,  its 
past,  and  its  future,  foreign  policy  is  still  an  island  which 
has  been  virtually  untouched  by  the  storm  of  debates. 
Investigative  efforts  and  journalistic  talents  are  still 
being  wasted  mainly  on  proving  that  the  foreign  policy 
stance  of  the  USSR  is  the  only  correct  one  at  this  time, 
and  that  all  of  the  other  side’s  arguments  are  completely 
unacceptable.  And  no  one  seems  to  be  embarrassed  when 
our  country  agrees  to  a  compromise  the  very  next  day 
and  puts  forth  proposals  with  consideration  for  these 
arguments  (after  all,  this  is  the  only  way  to  solve  prob¬ 
lems).  The  enthusiasm  this  evokes  in  correspondents  and 
commentators,  the  press,  and  television  is  again  directed 
only  toward  publicizing  the  new  position  and  criticizing 
everything  contrary  to  it.  The  general  public  is  never 
involved  in  the  search  for  possible  solutions  to  various 
problems  or  even  the  simple  discussion  of  our  country’s 
foreign  policy  interests  and  actions.  This  is  in  sharp 
contrast  to  the  glasnost  and  openness  with  which  our 
domestic  affairs  are  discussed.  “Bold,  interesting,  and 
controversial  articles  have  been  written  about  many  of 
the  main  aspects  of  all  spheres  of  domestic  life,  party  and 
state  construction,  economics,  culture,  the  arts,  and 
science.  But  there  is  nothing  of  the  kind  in  the  foreign 
policy  sphere,”  E.A.  Shevardnadze  said.  “Is  it  possible 
that  everything  is  going  perfectly  here  and  that  there  are 
no  alternatives  to  what  is  already  being  done?”^ 

If  we  want  our  science  and  journalism  to  move  toward 
the  kind  of  open  discussion  of  foreign  policy  alternatives 
that  would  be  useful  to  diplomats,  we  apparently  have  at 
least  two  problems  to  solve.  First  of  all,  we  must  have 
much  broader  access  to  information  about  military  and 
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political  issues  and  we  must  correct  the  present  abnor¬ 
mal  situation  in  which  foreigners  know  more  than  we  do 
about  our  own  military  affairs  and  foreign  economic  and 
political  actions.  Second,  we  must  dispel  the  common 
assumption  among  readers,  authors,  and  editors  that  all 
publications  on  these  matters  should  express  the  official 
point  of  view.  Our  own  readers  and  foreign  readers 
should  be  better  informed  of  the  diverging  views  and 
proposals  of  respected  experts  and  all  interested  Soviet 
people.  After  all,  only  the  open  discussion  and  compar¬ 
ison  of  alternatives,  combined  with  the  intelligence  and 
intuition  of  the  broad  masses,  can  allow  us  to  pursue  the 
policy  of  peaceful  coexistence  and  educate  the  citizens  of 
our  country  and  of  the  world. 

There  are  many  factors  impeding  the  active  theoretical 
analysis  of  Soviet  foreign  policy  issues,  but  it  is  probable 
that  a  decisive  role  is  also  played  by  the  outdated  views 
on  basic  and  fundamental  aspects  of  peaceful  coexist¬ 
ence.  In  particular,  there  are  the  outdated  ideas  about  the 
nature  of  the  conflicts  between  the  two  social  systems 
and  about  whether  or  not  peaceful  coexistence  is  a  form 
of  class  struggle. 

Obviously,  the  thesis  that  the  conflict  between  socialism 
and  capitalism  as  world  systems  is  of  an  antagonistic 
nature  was  primarily  the  product  of  objective  conditions 
during  the  first  decades  in  the  existence  of  the  country 
where  the  proletariat  had  triumphed.  As  a  result  of  the 
October  Revolution  the  Russian  working  class  and  its 
advance  guard,  the  Bolshevik  Party,  took  charge  of  the 
government.  The  party’s  objective  status  effectively 
changed  in  an  instant:  The  underground  opposition 
party  became  the  ruling  party,  but  complete  victory 
seemed  unthinkable  without  the  assistance  of  the  world 
proletariat,  without  revolutions  in  other,  more  devel¬ 
oped  capitalist  countries.  Later,  when  it  became  clear 
that  we  would  have  to  build  socialism  on  our  own, 
peaceful  coexistence  was  regarded  for  a  long  time  as  a 
respite.  Constant  provocations,  boycotts,  non-recogni¬ 
tion,  ultimata,  and  the  spread  of  fascism— all  of  this 
could  not  fail  to  create  the  impression  that  an  armed 
confrontation  with  capitalism  was  inevitable  and  just  as 
natural  as  the  proletariat’s  class  battles  with  the  bour¬ 
geoisie,  as  natural  as  revolution.  The  Comintern  was 
functioning,  and  close  ties  were  maintained  with  the 
parties  of  the  labor  and  national  liberation  movements 
in  many  countries.  It  seemed  that  the  unavoidable  battle 
between  the  first  socialist  state  and  fascism  would  arouse 
revolutionary  passions  in  the  capitalist  countries  and 
complete  the  proletariat’s  liberating  mission. 

These  were  also  the  prevailing  views  in  the  leading 
Western  states.  Their  policy  left  no  doubt  that  the 
prospect  of  the  prolonged  coexistence  of  states  with 
different  social  orders  did  not  enter  into  the  plans  of 
ruling  circles  in  these  countries.  They  regarded  the  birth 
of  the  first  socialist  state  as  a  “historical  mistake”  or  a 
social  aberration.  Even  after  the  attempt  to  destroy 
socialism  with  the  aid  of  German  fascism  had  failed, 
capitalism  did  not  give  up  the  hope  of  correcting  this 


mistake.  After  all,  the  supposedly  defensive  doctrine  of 
“containment”  was  certainly  not  meant  only  to  halt  the 
revolutionary  movements  that  had  grown  so  much  stron¬ 
ger  during  the  war.  Viewing  them  as  part  of  a  united 
communist  assault  directed  from  Moscow,  American 
politicians  were  also  counting  on  the  collapse  of  social¬ 
ism  wherever  it  had  already  triumphed.  “All  we  have  to 
do  is  curb  the  revolutionary  movements,”  G.  Ball  wrote, 
for  example,  “while  the  forces  of  change  and  disintegra¬ 
tion  begin  working.  Internal  corruption  and  conflicts 
between  local  interests  and  centralism  can  finish  the 
process  later.”^ 

This  acute  confrontation  between  the  states  of  the  two 
systems  objectively  did  much  to  extend  class  conflicts 
automatically  to  intergovernmental  relations  in  our  the¬ 
ories.  There  was  the  assumption  that  after  the  triumph  of 
a  socialist  revolution  in  one  or  several  countries,  the 
antagonism  between  the  proletariat  and  bourgeoisie  was 
simply  transferred  to  a  different  level  without  undergo¬ 
ing  any  significant  changes,  becoming  antagonism 
between  the  “state-organized”  proletariat  and  the  bour¬ 
geois  states.  The  propagandistic  emphasis  on  the  “radi¬ 
cally  opposite  nature”  of  all  facets  of  life  in  the  two 
societies — from  economic  laws  to  moral  standards — 
finished  the  job  in  conjunction  with  the  excessively 
arbitrary  use  of  the  term  “antagonism.”  The  interests  of 
the  two  systems  and  the  states  belonging  to  them  and  the 
conflicts  between  them  began  to  be  regarded  as  irrecon¬ 
cilable  and  class-antagonistic. 

Although  life  would  seem  to  have  forced  the  adjustment 
of  these  oversimplified  ideas  long  ago,  they  occasionally 
rise  to  the  surface  even  today.  Just  recently  a  central 
newspaper  remarked  that  “the  era  of  transition  from 
capitalism  to  socialism  also  includes  a  new  form  of  class 
antagonism,  nuclear  confrontation,  which  poses  an  equal 
threat  to  the  two  opposing  structures  and  the  very 
existence  of  the  human  race.”  It  would  be  impossible  to 
disagree  with  the  last  words,  but  could  nuclear  confron¬ 
tation  really  be  called  a  class  confrontation,  not  to 
mention  a  class-antagonistic  one? 

Strictly  speaking,  the  antagonistic  conflicts  are  those 
between  classes,  social  groups,  and  other  strata  with  the 
kind  of  material  relationship  that  precludes  any  change 
for  the  better  in  one  side’s  position  without  a  change  for 
the  worse  in  the  other’s.  Their  interests  are  mutually 
exclusive  and  the  struggle  between  them  reaches  the 
point  of  acute  conflict.  A  well-known  example  is  the 
conflict  between  the  bourgeoisie  and  the  proletariat.  One 
class  exploits  the  other  and  grows  rich  at  the  other’s 
expense.  The  struck  of  the  proletariat  periodically 
forces  the  bourgeoisie  to  share  profits:  to  raise  wages  and 
expand  social  programs.  But  then  there  is  little  interest  in 
investment,  and  economic  development  slows  down. 
Capital  which  does  not  earn  a  profit  is  self-negating.  The 
bourgeoisie  then  takes  the  offensive:  wages  and  social 
benefits  are  cut,  the  laboring  public  is  in  a  worse  posi¬ 
tion,  but  profits  rise  and  the  economy  recovers.  This  is 
precisely  the  kind  of  phase  we  are  witnessing  now  in  the 
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United  States  and  other  developed  capitalist  countries. 
The  struggle  between  labor  and  capital  moves  the  bour¬ 
geois  society  forward.  The  antagonism  between  them  is 
still,  just  as  it  was  70  years  ago,  the  main  social  contra¬ 
diction  of  the  era  of  the  transition  from  capitalism  to 
socialism.  The  autonomous  and  natural  transition  to 
socialism  by  countries  and  peoples  is  only  made  possible 
by  the  resolution  of  this  contradiction. 

Obviously,  the  interrelations  between  the  two  socioeco¬ 
nomic  structures — capitalism  and  socialism — and 
between  states  with  differing  social  orders  can  differ 
perceptibly  from  those  described  above.  The  two  struc¬ 
tures  are  perfectly  capable  of  developing  without  hurting 
one  another.  Neither  is  living  at  the  other’s  expense. 
Capitalism  was  not  suffocated  by  the  contraction  of  the 
territorial  sphere  of  its  influence,  but  adapted  to  the  new 
conditions,  and  socialism’s  prospects  are  connected  less 
with  the  transfer  to  socialism  by  as  many  new  countries 
as  possible  than  with  the  successful  creation  of  socioeco¬ 
nomic  structures  capable  of  self-development  in  the 
places  where  socialism  already  exists. 

It  is  clear  that  there  are  conflicts  between  the  states  of  the 
two  systems,  just  as  there  are  conflicts  between  states  in 
general.  Furthermore,  their  nature  and  severity  ulti¬ 
mately  depend  on  the  views  of  ruling  classes  or,  more 
precisely,  of  the  national  segments  of  these  classes  in 
power.  The  way  in  which  these  segments  and  their 
leaders  interpret  national  and  state  interests  and  their 
own  personal  interests  constitutes  the  basis  of  their 
foreign  policy.  The  ability  to  assess  these  interests  accu¬ 
rately  depends  on  the  views  characteristic  of  the  class, 
the  historical  experience  of  the  nation,  the  level  occupied 
by  the  elite,  and  the  personal  abilities  of  leaders. 

This  mechanism  of  foreign  policymaking  is  certainly 
much  more  complex  than  the  simple  extension  of  class 
conflicts  to  intergovernmental  relations  and  frequently 
makes  the  experience  accumulated  in  the  social  struggle 
counterproductive.  On  the  other  hand,  this  mechanism 
gives  people  hope  by  proving  that  the  political  and 
military  confrontations  of  states  are  not  distinguished  by 
the  same  kind  of  inevitability  with  which  socioeconomic 
structures  and  classes  succeed  one  another  at  the  helm  of 
government.  The  decisive  role  played  by  the  human 
being,  his  intellect,  and  his  morality  in  the  main  ques¬ 
tions  of  existence  today  becomes  obvious. 

This  makes  the  foreign  policy  situation  less  definite  than 
it  seems  when  it  is  approached  with  the  assumption  of 
unavoidable  class  antagonism  between  the  two  systems. 
After  all,  people,  as  we  know,  not  only  belong  to  progres¬ 
sive  and  reactionary  classes,  but  also  can  be  evil  and 
good,  smart  and  stupid,  greedy  and  noble,  dishonest  and 
trustworthy — and,  what  is  more,  in  different  combina¬ 
tions.  But  only  they  are  capable  of  rising  above  the  class 
interests  by  which  they  are  divided  in  the  social  struggle. 
What  the  world  needs  today  is  the  effort  of  a  million 
people  who  think  of  themselves  not  only  as  members  of 


a  class  and  a  nation  but  also  of  the  whole  human  race. 
The  role  of  any  particular  class  in  history  depends  on  its 
ability  to  produce  people  of  this  caliber. 

In  spite  of  all  the  conflicts,  which  are  sometimes  quite 
acute,  between  the  two  structures  and  the  states  belong¬ 
ing  to  them,  there  is  no  class  antagonism  leading 
unavoidably  to  confrontation.  And  if  it  does  not  exist  in 
politics,  it  cannot  exist  in  military  confrontation  either. 
The  “Ohio”  and  the  “Typhoon,”  the  SS-18  and  the 
Minuteman,  have  no  class  content.  They  have  many 
more  similarities  than  differences,  and  the  main  one  is 
that  they  pose  an  equal  lethal  threat  to  those  who  create 
them  in  the  hope  of  defending  themselves  and  to  the 
millions  of  people  who  do  not  even  suspect  that  they 
exist.  If  there  is  any  antagonism  here,  it  is  more  likely  to 
be  the  antagonism  between  the  interests  of  human  sur¬ 
vival  and  the  very  fact  of  nuclear  confrontation,  and  this 
conflict  can  only  be  resolved  by  peaceful  means. 

Until  recently  an  important  element  of  the  system  of 
views  on  international  relations  was  the  thesis  that  the 
peaceful  coexistence  of  states  with  different  social  orders 
is  a  specific  form  of  class  struggle.  The  attentive  reader 
has  probably  already  noticed  that  this  thesis  has  disap¬ 
peared  from  recent  official  and  unofficial  publications 
and  that  a  perhaps  not  immediately  apparent  contradic¬ 
tions  made  its  appearance  in  books  and  articles  in  the 
late  1970s  and  early  1980s.  Of  course,  their  authors 
made  some  mention  of  the  programmed  interpretation 
of  peaceful  coexistence  as  a  specific  form  of  class  strug¬ 
gle.  As  a  rule,  they  said  that  the  policy  of  peaceful 
coexistence,  which  the  USSR  and  other  socialist  coun¬ 
tries  had  been  pursuing  consistently  since  the  time  of 
their  birth,  stemmed  from  the  class  nature  of  their  social 
order.  Sometimes  they  listed  the  corresponding  princi¬ 
ples:  the  renunciation  of  war,  the  use  of  force,  and  threats 
of  force  as  means  of  settling  disputes,  and  the  insistence 
on  their  resolution  through  negotiation;  non-interven¬ 
tion  in  one  another’s  internal  affairs  and  consideration 
for  one  another’s  legitimate  interests;  the  right  of  people 
to  decide  their  own  destiny;  strict  respect  for  the  sover¬ 
eignty  and  territorial  integrity  of  states  and  the  inviola¬ 
bility  of  their  borders;  cooperation  based  on  complete 
equality  and  mutual  benefit;  the  conscientious  fulfill- 
nient  of  obligations  stemming  from  universally  recog¬ 
nized  principles  and  standards  of  international  law  and 
negotiated  international  agreements. 

Later,  however,  the  authors  began  insisting  that  these 
principles  applied  only  to  intergovernmental  relations 
and  did  not  extend  to  “the  relations  between  the 
systems,”  especially  ideological  conflicts.  Sometimes  sol¬ 
idarity  with  other  people’s  liberation  struggles  in  line 
with  internationalist  duties  was  added  to  the  list  of 
principles.  At  the  beginning  of  the  1980s  this  view  was 
formulated  in  the  theory  of  the  clearly  delineated  two 
levels  or  spheres  of  political  processes  in  today’s  world: 
intergovernmental  relations  (where  peaceful  coexistence 
is  necessary)  and  the  relations  between  socialism  and 
capitalism,  where  the  class  struggle  continues  as  a  series 


JPRS-USA-88-006 
5  July  1988 


4 


of  confrontations  between  the  two  systems,  mainly  in  the 
form  of  competition  and  the  force  of  example.  It  is  true 
that  they  did  point  out  the  fact  that  the  second  sphere  is 
broader  than  the  first  and  that  it  ultimately  determines 
the  nature  and  specific  features  of  the  interaction  of 
states.  Nevertheless,  they  consciously  or  unconsciously 
reduced  the  policy  of  peaceful  coexistence  to  the  defense 
of  several  democratic  principles  in  intergovernmental 
relations,  where  it  seemed  that  there  should  be  no  class 
struggle  whatsoever.  It  should  be  fought  in  another  place, 
in  the  sphere  of  “relations  between  the  two  systems.” 

This  theory  can  be  viewed  as  the  first  attempt  to  analyze 
the  experience  in  Soviet-American  relations  in  the 
1970s.  It  was  born  during  the  political  confrontation 
with  the  West  over  the  exact  meaning  of  detente  and  the 
exact  spheres  of  international  relations  it  was  to  encom¬ 
pass.  The  West,  especially  the  United  States,  tried,  as  we 
know,  to  impose  the  Western  definition  of  detente  on  us, 
saying  it  was  a  specific  set  of  “rules  of  play”  which 
regulated  not  only  the  bilateral  relations  of  states  agree¬ 
ing  to  peaceful  coexistence  but  also  their  relations  with 
other  countries  and  political  forces.  The  socialist  states 
saw  this  as  an  attempt  to  restrict  their  contacts  with 
national  and  social  liberation  movements  and  thereby 
preserve  the  “social  status  quo”  in  the  world;  and  they 
did  this  with  good  reason,  because  the  United  States 
itself  did  not  stop  supporting  pro-Western  governments 
and  groups  in  the  Third  World,  especially  in  Africa. 
These  differences  of  opinion,  ultimately  reflecting  differ¬ 
ing  views  on  the  future  social  progress  of  humanity, 
along  with  different  approaches  to  human  rights,  are 
essentially  regarded  as  the  ideological  conflicts  our  the¬ 
ory  did  not  extend  to  bilateral  Soviet-American  rela¬ 
tions. 

In  reality,  this  was  not  such  an  easy  matter,  because  this 
was  not  simply  a  conflict  of  ideas,  but  also  military 
actions  between  forces  supported  by  the  two  countries, 
huge  deliveries  of  weapons,  the  movement  of  naval 
forces,  and  the  transfer  of  military  advisers  and  even 
military  contingents  over  thousands  of  kilometers.  Our 
diplomats  naturally  had  to  consider  the  effects  of  the 
ensuing  problems  on  bilateral  Soviet-  American  relations 
and  on  detente  in  general.  They  conducted  consultations 
and  negotiations  with  the  United  States  in  connection 
with  regional  conflicts,  the  limitation  of  the  interna¬ 
tional  arms  trade,  and  the  reduction  of  military  activity 
in  the  Indian  Ocean.  But  our  theory  continued  to  insist 
that  none  of  this  should  have  any  effect  on  the  detente 
between  the  USSR  and  the  United  States. 

Political  practices  led  to  the  realization  that  detente 
demands  certain  compromises  and  mutual  concessions 
for  the  common  good — the  relaxation  of  tension,  disar¬ 
mament,  and  the  resolution  of  regional  conflicts.  This 
realization,  however,  was  difficult  to  reconcile  with  the 
dogma  regarding  the  class-antagonistic  nature  of  con¬ 
flicts  between  socialism  and  capitalism:  This  meant  that 
detente  was  a  form  of  class  peace  and  was  therefore 


unacceptable  to  communists.  The  situation  was  compli¬ 
cated  when  many  opponents  of  detente  in  the  United 
States  vigorously  used  the  same  dogma  to  their  own 
advantage:  If  detente  is  good  for  the  USSR,  they 
asserted,  it  cannot  be  good  for  the  United  States,  because 
the  interests  of  these  two  countries  are  fundamentally 
incompatible.  This  is  when  the  artificial  theoretical 
construct  dividing  the  sphere  of  intergovernmental  rela¬ 
tions  from  relations  between  the  social  systems  made  its 
appearance.  The  implication  that  detente  and,  conse¬ 
quently,  compromises,  mutual  concessions,  and  com¬ 
mon  interests  are  possible  and  necessary  only  in  the  first 
of  these  spheres  while  the  irreconcilable  class  (or  ideo¬ 
logical)  struggle  must  continue  in  the  second,  saved  the 
thesis  of  the  antagonism  between  the  two  systems.  But  if 
peaceful  coexistence  is  confined  to  one  sphere  and  class 
struggle  is  confined  to  the  other,  then  peaceful  coexist¬ 
ence  cannot  be  class  struggle.  This  was  probably  the  line 
of  reasoning  behind  the  removal  of  the  accurate,  in  our 
opinion,  definition  of  peaceful  coexistence  as  a  specific 
form  of  class  struggle  from  documents  and  publications 
and  the  inclusion  of  the  warning  not  to  allow  the  spread 
of  the  ideological  conflicts  between  the  two  systems  to 
the  sphere  of  intergovernmental  relations.  As  a  result, 
our  theory  was  in  an  odd  position:  Although  in  the  1 970s 
it  had  exposed  the  invalidity  of  American  ideas  about  the 
“end  of  ideology”  (on  the  basis  of  which  the  United 
States  wanted  to  establish  purely  pragmatic  “rules  of 
play”  with  us,  later,  without  changing  gears,  it  accused 
Reagan  of  “ideologizing”  foreign  policy,  and  journalism 
was  quick  to  follow  its  example.  But  is  it  even  possible  to 
separate  relations  between  states  from  relations  between 
social  systems?  In  theory,  as  we  can  see,  it  is. 

In  real  life  it  is  hardly  likely  that  anyone  has  ever  seen  the 
socioeconomic  system  as  a  self-contained  entity.  It  is 
true  that  structure  and  state  are  two  different  concepts. 
These  are  terms  from  different  sciences  studying  differ¬ 
ent  aspects  of  the  same  phenomenon.  Furthermore,  the 
first  is  a  philosophical  concept  and  is  therefore  broader 
than  the  second.  In  reality,  however,  structures  exist  in 
the  familiar  form  of  states,  and  the  class-related  foreign 
policymaking  of  these  has  already  been  discussed. 

Of  course,  international  relations  are  not  confined  to 
intergovernmental  relations,  and,  in  any  case,  everything 
that  the  term  “relations  between  the  systems”  implies  is 
conducted  and  regulated  at  the  governmental  level,  by 
the  groups  and  organizations  of  different  states.  This  is 
obvious  in  such  spheres  of  ideological  struggle  as  the 
exchange  of  information  and  propaganda.  A  brochure 
containing  the  text  of  a  speech  by  one  leader  can  be  held 
up  in  customs,  and  a  statement  by  another  leader  can  be 
modified  or  simply  concealed.  And  diplomats  have  to 
make  some  sense  of  all  this.  Everyone  knows  what  an 
acute  problem  the  regulation  of  direct  satellite  television 
broadcasts  has  become,  and  it  is  a  problem  precisely  in 
intergovernmental  relations.  And  even  the  actions  which 
are  commonly  called  competition  between  the  systems 
by  the  force  of  example  are  also  mediated  by  foreign 
policy  agencies.  After  all,  the  example  is  not  simply  a 
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specific  standard  of  living  or  way  of  life,  the  degree  of 
economic  and  political  human  rights  or  the  nature  of 
securing  them,  or  one  social  system’s  proposed  solutions 
to  domestic  and  global  problems.  All  of  these  also 
represent  the  practical  foreign  policy  of  a  state.  And  it  is 
this  that  affects  the  interests  of  other  peoples,  who, 
incidentally,  also  use  this  policy  to  judge  the  state  of 
internal  affairs. 

An  example  must  take  material  form  and  must  be 
accessible  to  other  people  in  the  literal  sense — it  must 
appeal  to  their  senses.  Propaganda  alone  is  not  enough. 
People  and  items  of  material  value  (or  goods,  to  put  it 
more  simply)  must  be  moved  across  borders.  It  is  by 
their  appearance  and  behavior  and  by  the  quality  of 
goods  that  the  system  is  judged  by  the  people  for  whom 
the  example  is  intended  when  they  compare  these  to 
their  own  surroundings.  Economic,  cultural,  social,  and 
other  contacts  are  also  a  sphere  of  relations  between 
states. 

In  short,  practical  policy  also  has  to  solve  problerns 
engendered  by  competition  between  the  systems,  and  it 
must  solve  them  in  combination  with  the  problems 
categorized  as  intergovernmental.  We  must  continue  to 
fight  for  the  institution  of  the  progressive  standards  of 
peaceful  coexistence,  but  we  must  also  see  that  they  do 
not  cover  all  of  the  problems  engendered  by  the  conflict¬ 
ing  political  interests  of  states.  After  all,  these  standards 
have  already  been  recorded  in  one  form  or  another  in 
dozens  of  bilateral  and  multilateral  documents  of  inter¬ 
national  law,  including  Soviet-American  agreements. 
But  the  number  and  intensity  of  political  conflicts  are 
not  diminishing,  because  the  standards  themselves  and 
the  correspondence  of  the  behavior  of  other  states  to 
these  standards  are  judged  by  each  country  on  the  basis 
of  the  ideological  premises  of  its  ruling  class. 

We  can  accuse  each  other  of  misunderstanding  or  mis¬ 
interpreting  the  principles  recorded  in  treaties  or  of 
violating  these  treaties  as  much  as  we  want,  but  this  will 
not  bring  us  a  single  step  closer  to  the  actual  resolution  of 
international  problems.  It  is  a  well-known  premise  of 
international  law  that  states  cannot  be  forced  to  fulfill 
treaty  obligations.  Sovereign  states  must  have  an  interest 
in  observing  them.  Consequently,  we  must  seek  common 
interests  or  spheres  of  coinciding  interests,  and  not 
only — if  we  must  use  the  abovementioned  scheme — in 
the  sphere  of  intergovernmental  relations  but  also  in  the 
interaction  between  socialism  and  capitalism  as  socio¬ 
economic  systems.  This  explanation  of  the  policy  of 
peaceful  coexistence  is  recorded  in  the  Delhi  declaration 
on  the  principles  of  a  nuclear-free  and  non-violent  world, 
signed  by  M.S.  Gorbachev  and  R.  Gandhi.  It  says  that 
“peaceful  coexistence  must  become  the  universal  standard 
of  international  relations...”'* — international,  and  not 
intergovernmental,  as  our  official  and  unofficial  publi¬ 
cations  stressed  just  recently. 

The  policy  of  peaceful  coexistence  is  not  simply  a  matter 
of  reconciling  a  set  of  democratic  principles,  but  of 
reconciling  all  of  the  interests  of  states,  interests  which 


are  ultimately  class-related  but  between  which  there  is  no 
fatal  antagonism.  “Without  giving  up  a  single  iota  of  its 
national  dignity  and  its  values  and  interests,”  M.S. 
Gorbachev  said  when  he  addressed  the  Indian  Parlia¬ 
ment,  “each  people  and  each  country  must  be  able  today 
to  direct  them  toward  the  attainment  of  the  main  goal — 
to  save  human  civilization.”^ 

The  best  minds  in  the  world  and  millions  of  people  of 
goodwill  are  seeking  ways  of  achieving  the  mutual  under¬ 
standing  of  peoples,  spheres  of  coinciding  interests,  and 
methods  of  coordinating  and  reconciling  seemin^y 
irreconcilable  positions.  Communists  have  a  special 
responsibility  in  this  work:  They  head  one  of  the  most 
powerful  military  and  political  groups,  they  are  guided 
by  a  scientific  interpretation  of  the  processes  of  world 
development,  and  their  ideas  have  tremendous  influence 
and  prestige.  By  constantly  improving  our  view  of  the 
main  trends  in  world  development  and  international 
relations,  our  science  and  journalism  can  go  further  than 
just  contrasting  and  criticizing  the  political  postures  of 
states — all  the  way  to  the  materialistic  analysis  of  the 
actual  correlation  of  their  forces  and  goals  in  relation  to 
specific  problems.  The  practical  recommendations 
worked  out  6n  this  basis  in  an  atmosphere  of  glasnost 
can  aid  in  translating  the  new  political  thinking  into  the 
language  of  diplomatic  action  and  fill  the  policy  of 
peaceful  coexistence  with  effective  content. 
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[Article  by  I.Ye.  Malashenko] 

[Text]  The  Soviet  Union’s  historic  initiatives  have  cre¬ 
ated  a  real  opportunity  to  take  the  first  big  steps  toward 
a  nuclear-free  world.  Nevertheless,  there  are  many  sup¬ 
porters  of  nuclear  “deterrence”  who  are  stubbornly  argu¬ 
ing  that  it  is  “irreplaceable.”  It  has  passionate  supporters 
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not  only  among  U.S.  policymakers  but  also  among  their 
colleagues  in  other  Western  countries,  such  as  M. 
Thatcher,  who  speaks  of  nuclear  “deterrence”  as  almost 
the  only  way  of  preventing  war.  In  reality,  the  apologists 
for  nuclear  “deterrence”  see  it  less  as  a  means  of  pre¬ 
venting  war  than  as  an  instrument  for  the  attainment  of 
their  political  goals. 

It  would  seem  that  the  attainment  of  political  goals  with 
the  aid  of  nuclear  weapons  would  be  out  of  the  question. 
Even  the  Reagan  Administration,  which  began  by  assert¬ 
ing  the  possibility  of  winning  a  nuclear  war  and  of 
“prevailing”  in  one,  later  had  to  admit  that  a  nuclear  war 
must  never  be  fought  and  that  there  can  be  no  winners  in 
such  a  war.  It  appears  that  not  all  of  the  people  in  the 
United  States  are  aware  of  this.  Otherwise,  how  could  we 
explain,  for  example,  Secretary  of  Defense  C.  Weinber¬ 
ger’s  persistent  statements  that  the  American  goal  in  the 
event  of  a  nuclear  conflict  would  consist  in  “restoring  the 
peace  on  terms  favorable  to  the  United  States.”*  Ever 
since  R.  McNamara’s  time,  this  wording  has  been  used 
in  American  declarations  as  a  euphemism  for  “winning  a 
nuclear  war.” 

Many  U.S.  policymakers  might  realize  the  impossibility 
of  using  nuclear  war  as  an  instrument  of  policy  but  are 
nevertheless  hoping  to  attain  these  goals  with  the  aid  of 
nuclear  weapons.  On  the  surface  this  seems  to  be  an 
obvious  contradiction.  In  reality,  this  is  a  matter  of 
attempts  to  gain  political  advantages  by  using  nuclear 
arms  as  a  means  of  politico-psychological  leverage.  The 
dangerous  nature  of  this  aspect  of  the  doctrine  of  “deter¬ 
rence”  was  pointed  out  by  General  Secretary  of  the 
CPSU  Central  Committee  M.S.  Gorbachev,  who  said 
that  “this  is  a  policy  of  blackmail  and  threats  and, 
therefore,  a  constant  source  of  the  arms  race  and  the 
escalation  of  tension,”^ 

The  apologists  for  the  doctrine  of  “deterrence”  naturally 
do  not  admit  its  real  purpose.  “The  main  American 
defensive  strategy  throughout  the  postwar  period  has 
been  the  deterrence  of  aggression...,”  C.  Weinberger 
said.  “We  are  striving  not  only  to  deter  real  aggression 
but  also  to  prevent  the  coercion  of  the  United  States  and 
its  allies  and  friends  with  the  threat  of  aggression.”^  To 
what  “threat  of  aggression”  was  he  referring?  After  all, 
the  Soviet  Union  is  not  exerting  political  pressure  on  the 
United  States  or  its  allies  with  the  aid  of  nuclear  weap¬ 
ons.  Assertions  of  this  kind  became  a  common  feature  of 
American  propaganda  long  ago,  but  they  obviously  can¬ 
not  serve  as  a  basis  for  a  realistic  strategy. 

As  is  often  the  case,  the  accusations  hurled  at  the  Soviet 
Union  are  only  a  mirror  image  of  the  aims  of  many 
American  strategists.  For  example,  “hawk”  theorist  C. 
Gray  declared  that  “it  is  not  enough  to  define  the 
function  of  U.S.  strategic  forces  as  deterrence....  Foreign 
policy  assigns  several  possible  coercive  functions  to  these 
forces.  In  other  words,  there  could  be  situations  in  which 
the  United  States  would  feel  a  strong  political  need  to 
force  or  coerce  the  Soviet  Union  to  do  something  it  does 


not  want  to  do....  This  kind  of  coercion  is  part  of  a 
broader  interpretation  of  deterrence.”"*  In  this  statement, 
which  is  free  of  the  diplomatic  conventions  a  secretary  of 
defense  is  obligated  to  observe,  everything  is  spelled  out 
clearly.  It  is  not  that  the  Soviet  Union  is  “coercing”  the 
United  States  to  do  something  with  the  “threat  of 
aggression”;  this  is  a  matter  of  forcing  the  USSR  to 
change  its  “international  behavior”  and  make  conces¬ 
sions.  The  proponents  of  such  views  are  not  impressed 
by  the  fact  that  the  Soviet  Union  has  never  given  in  to 
blackmail,  including  nuclear  blackmail,  and  that  it  has 
always  found  ways  of  responding  to  pressure  by  creating 
an  equivalent  counterthreat. 

Of  course,  even  the  American  “hawks”  realize  that  many 
of  the  threats  dating  back  to  the  time  of  the  U.S.  atomic 
monopoly  or  U.S.  nuclear  superiority  have  lost  their 
meaning  at  a  time  of  military-strategic  parity.  They  have 
not,  however,  given  up  the  hope  of  putting  the  Soviet 
Union  in  a  position  in  which  it  will  have  to  yield  to  U.S. 
pressure.  As  M.S.  Gorbachev  pointed  out,  “each  behav¬ 
ior  pattern  has  its  own  inner  logic,  and  when  threats  are 
used  as  policy  instruments,  there  is  a  natural  desire  for 
each  such  threat  to  be  taken  seriously.  This,  however, 
necessitates  the  periodic  reinforcement  of  threats  with 
action.”^  The  most  “convincing”  reinforcement  of  these 
threats  could  be  the  actual  use  of  nuclear  weapons,  which 
has  been  urged  several  times — in  different  situations — 
by  the  American  “hawks.”  And  although  common  sense 
has  always  prevailed  in  such  cases  to  date,  the  logic  of 
nuclear  “deterrence”  will  increase  the  probability  of 
disaster  over  the  long  range,  and  this  is  the  principal 
danger. 

Although  nuclear  weapons  have  not  been  used  since 
Hiroshima  and  Nagasaki,  Washington  has  employed 
every  means  at  its  disposal  to  intensify  its  politico- 
psychological  pressure  on  the  Soviet  Union.  The  United 
States  regards  its  nuclear  strategy  as  the  main  instrument 
of  this  pressure,  because  it  is  supposed  to  make  the 
threats  “valid”  and  “convincing”  (or  what  the  Ameri¬ 
cans  describe  as  “credible”).  In  a  certain  sense  the 
constantly  modified  nuclear  strategy  should  serve  as  a 
substitute  for  the  actual  use  of  nuclear  weapons,  and 
political  goals  or  changes  in  the  adversary’s  behavior 
should  be  achieved  not  through  the  use  of  nuclear  arms, 
but  with  the  aid  of  more  subtle  methods  of  manipulating 
strategic  capabilities. 

What  do  American  strategists  hope  to  achieve  with  the 
aid  of  these  manipulations  in  the  situation  known  in  the 
United  States  as  “mutual  assured  destruction,”  at  the 
basis  of  which  lies  the  “balance  of  terror”?  Contrary  to 
all  of  the  public  U.S.  declarations,  American  nuclear 
strategy  is  specifically  intended  to  create  an  “imbalance 
of  terror”  and  a  situation  in  which  the  Soviet  Union’s 
fears  are  much  greater  than  the  U.S.  fear  of  the  Soviet 
nuclear  potential.  This  is  not  simply  a  matter  of  trying  to 
make  the  opponent  nervous,  but  of  using  psychological 
factors  to  gain  political  advantages,  to  accomplish  the 
“coercion”  of  the  adversary. 
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The  emphasis  on  the  psychological  dimension  of  nuclear 
“deterrence”  is  characteristic  of  works  by  American 
political  scientists  and  of  official  statements  of  the  last 
few  years.  The  need  to  consider  the  psychological  aspect 
as  well  as  the  purely  military  features  of  the  contempo¬ 
rary  strategic  situation  has  been  underscored,  for  exam¬ 
ple,  in  statements  by  C.  Weinberger.  The  attainment  of 
objectives  in  U.S.  nuclear  strategy,  as  he  has  said,  “will 
depend  on  more  than  our  actual  military  capabilities.  It 
will  also  depend  on  how  our  opponents  perceive  these 
capabilities  and  other  elements  of  our  strategy.”^  This 
emphasis  on  the  psychological  factor  is  no  coincidence, 
American  policymakers  believe  that  perception,  or  the 
subjective  assessment  of  the  strategic  situation,  can  have 
a  considerable  effect  on  the  political  decisions  made  in 
different  countries,  on  the  outcome  of  conflicts  in  vari¬ 
ous  parts  of  the  world,  and  on  the  international  situation 
as  a  whole. 

Although  psychological  considerations  have  been  part  of 
the  calculations  of  American  strategists  ever  since  the 
birth  of  nuclear  weapons,  they  have  been  paying  special 
attention  to  this  aspect  under  the  conditions  of  military- 
strategic  parity.  The  impossibility  of  using  nuclear  weap¬ 
ons  and  the  consequent  devaluation  of  this  element  of 
military  strength  have  assigned  priority  to  non-military 
factors,  including  factors  of  a  politico-psychological 
nature. 

These  factors  are  taken  into  account  during  the  elabora¬ 
tion  of  U.S.  nuclear  strategy  and  during  the  work  on 
strategic  programs.  The  importance  of  the  politico-psy¬ 
chological  dimension  of  the  strategic  balance  was  once 
heavily  underscored  by  U.S.  Secretary  of  Defense  J. 
Schlesinger.*^ 

In  fact,  as  soon  as  military-strategic  parity  became  a 
reality,  the  U.S.  leadership  did  not  want  the  Soviet  and 
American  strategic  arsenals  to  be  perceived  as  equal  and 
made  every  effort  to  gain  unilateral  politico-  psycholog¬ 
ical  advantages  even  in  this  situation.  Obviously,  there 
were  and  are  people  in  the  United  States  with  the  aim  of 
tipping  the  military-strategic  balance  and  acquiring  real 
military  superiority.  Many  members  of  the  U.S.  political 
community  had  to  admit,  however,  that  the  Soviet 
Union  would  not  ever  allow  the  balance  to  be  disrupted 
and  would  always  take  the  appropriate  countermeasures 
in  response  to  new  U.S.  military  breakthroughs.  But 
even  if  real  superiority  is  unattainable,  this  does  not 
mean,  as  people  in  Washington  assume,  that  it  is  impos¬ 
sible  to  create  at  least  the  illusion  of  superiority  and 
thereby  gain  substantial  advantages. 

What  could  the  basis  of  this  illusion  be?  The  develop¬ 
ment  of  today’s  nuclear  arsenals  has  devalued  many 
traditional  approaches  to  security  and  politico-military 
stereotypes  that  were  centuries  in  the  making.  But  most 
people  still  assess  the  strategic  situation  with  the  aid  of 
pre-nuclear  considerations.  The  Washington  “psycholo¬ 
gists”  are  trying  to  take  advantage  of  the  discrepancy 
between  these  tenacious  stereotypes  and  the  realities  of 


the  nuclear-space  age,  to  take  advantage  of  how  the 
Soviet-American  strategic  balance  is  perceived  in  the 
world.  According  to  traditional  assumptions,  the  quan¬ 
titative  superiority  of  one  side  in  one  specific  field,  its 
development  of  a  weapons  system  the  opponent  does  not 
have,  or  the  elaboration  of  a  better  and  finer  strategy 
could  be  regarded  as  evidence  of  this  side’s  military 
supremacy,  with  all  of  the  ensuing  politico-psychological 
consequences.  It  is  not  that  important  that  most  such 
advantages  have  been  devalued  by  the  existence  and 
huge  surplus  of  nuclear  missiles — the  inertia  of  the  old 
way  of  thinking  keeps  many  people  from  realizing  this 
fact.  And  it  is  on  this  that  Washington  is  relying. 

Which  aspects  of  the  strategic  situation  have  the  greatest, 
in  the  opinion  of  Americans,  politico-psychological  sig¬ 
nificance?  When  the  Soviet  Union’s  nuclear  potential 
was  still  far  below  the  American  level,  the  United  States 
tried  to  retain  its  superiority  in  all  quantitative  and 
qualitative  parameters.  After  the  establishment  of  mili¬ 
tary-  strategic  parity,  Washington  had  to  admit  that  it 
could  not  gain  serious  advantages  in  several  quantitative 
areas — a  further  increase  in  the  number  of  strategic 
carriers,  for  example — although  the  United  States  did  try 
to  retain  its  superiority  in  several  other  indicators, 
especially  the  number  of  warheads. 

After  the  approximate  quantitative  balance  of  USSR  and 
U.S.  nuclear  arsenals  (in  spite  of  asymmetrical  aspects) 
had  been  recorded  in  Soviet-  American  agreements, 
Washington  gambled  on  creating  the  impression  of  the 
greater  dynamism  and  qualitative  superiority  of  its 
nuclear  potential.  The  United  States  believed  that  con¬ 
stantly  developing  and  dynamic  strategic  forces  would 
look  better  and  “stronger”  than  more  static  potential. 
For  this  reason,  although  Washington  agreed  to  some 
quantitative  limits  on  the  arms  race  as  part  of  the  SALT 
process,  it  tried  to  retain  the  freedom  to  develop  and 
perfect  three  weapons  systems  which  were  supposed  to 
secure  military  advantages  as  well  as  substantial  politico- 
psychological  advantages.  These  were  to  be  a  product  of 
the  deployment  of  cruise  missiles,  the  constant  enhance¬ 
ment  of  warhead  accuracy,  and  the  development  of 
increasingly  “exotic”  weapons  systems.  Today,  now  that 
the  reduction  of  strategic  offensive  arms  by  50  percent  is 
being  considered,  Washington  is  once  again  assigning 
special  importance  to  “advances  in  quality.” 

During  this  process,  purely  military  criteria  often 
became  secondary,  while  politico-psychological  consid¬ 
erations  were  assigned  special  importance.  We  know,  for 
example,  that  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  did  not  feel 
enthusiastic  about  the  Pershing-II  intermediate-range 
missile,  preferring  the  modernized  Pershing-IB  opera¬ 
tional-tactical  missile.  For  political  reasons,  however, 
preference  was  given  to  the  Pershing-II.  Furthermore, 
when  some  experts  began  insisting  that  the  deployment 
of  these  missiles  would  have  to  be  rescheduled  because  of 
a  series  of  technical  problems,  former  Assistant  Secretary 
of  State  for  European  and  Canadian  Affairs  R.  Burt  (now 
U.S.  ambassador  to  the  FRG)  made  the  following 
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unequivocal  statement:  “It  is  not  important  if  the  things 
work  or  not.  In  the  final  analysis,  this  does  not  matter 
until  a  war  starts.  But  we  do  need  them  to  be  installed.”® 
Similar  motives  played  their  role  when  decisions  were 
being  made  in  Washington  on  several  other  systems 
whose  value  was  dubious  at  best  from  the  military 
standpoint.  “The  bigger,  the  uglier,  the  nastier  the 
weapon — the  better,”  was  what  P.  Warnke  had  to  say, 
for  example,  about  the  considerations  lying  behind  the 
technical  parameters  of  the  MX  missile. 

The  reliance  on  leadership  in  the  creation  of  new  weap¬ 
ons  systems  and  on  the  acquisition  of  politico-psycho- 
logical  advantages  through  their  qualitative  improve¬ 
ment  reflects  the  desire  to  act  on  the  “American 
technological  superiority”  that  people  in  Washington 
seemed  to  take  for  granted  then.  If  one  side  develops  a 
weapons  system  the  other  side  does  not  have,  “common 
sense”  or,  more  precisely,  traditional  thinking  suggests 
that  it  is  superior  (the  fact  that  the  system  might  be 
completely  unnecessary  from  the  military  standpoint 
was  never  taken  into  account).  To  put  an  end  to  this 
superiority,  the  potential  adversary  would  have  to 
develop  the  same  kind  of  weapon,  and  during  this  time 
the  United  States  could  work  on  another  breakthrough. 

Today  the  United  States  is  using  declared  and  actual 
nuclear  strategy,  including  plans  for  aiming  nuclear 
arms,  as  an  instrument  of  politico-  psychological  pres¬ 
sure.  During  congressional  hearings  on  nuclear  strategy 
in  September  1980,  Secretary  of  Defense  H.  Brown 
stressed  that  “if  we  want  to  deter  the  Russians,  we  must 
convince  them  that  we  have  the  strength  and  the  will  to 
retaliate.  For  this  reason,  although  the  operational 
details  of  our  nuclear  forces  and  plans  should  be  kept 
secret,  their  existence  and  part  of  the  important  infor¬ 
mation  about  them  should  be  publicized  and  explained 
for  the  purpose  of  deterrence.”*^  The  content  of  actual 
U.S.  military  plans  is  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
Soviet  side  with  the  aid  of  sanctioned  “leaks”  to  the 
press,  carefully  edited  proceedings  of  confidential  con¬ 
gressional  hearings,  etc.  Obviously,  sometimes  the 
United  States  uses  these  methods  simply  to  misinform 
the  other  side  of  its  real  intentions.  The  “leakage”  of  a 
certain  amount  of  credible  information,  however,  also 
serves  a  much  more  important  purpose:  It  informs  the 
“target”  of  threats  which  are  contrary  to  the  content  of 
declared  strategy  but  which  correspond  more  to  the 
interests  of  U.S.  ruling  circles. 

Since  the  beginning  of  the  1960s  nuclear  strategy  has 
been  intended  primarily  to  demonstrate  the  certainty  of 
American  strategists  that  nuclear  war  can  be  fought 
“rationally”  and  can  be  effectively  “limited,”  although  it 
is  doubtful  that  many  of  them  actually  do  believe  this.  In 
effect,  they  are  saying  that  nuclear  war,  however  destruc¬ 
tive  it  might  be,  can  nevertheless  be  confined  within 
specific  boundaries  and  that  the  damages  caused  by  the 
use  of  nuclear  weapons  can  be  limited  to  a  politically 
acceptable  level.  It  is  only  on  this  condition  that  even  the 
idea  of  using  nuclear  war  for  the  attainment  of  political 


goals  can  be  expressed  and,  what  is  most  important,  the 
effectiveness  of  nuclear  strategy  as  a  means  of  blackmail 
can  be  enhanced.  In  fact,  if  the  Soviet  Union  refuses  to 
accept  the  possibility  of  limiting  nuclear  war,  the  United 
States  will  be  unable  to  “intimidate”  it  with  the  aid  of 
the  finest  nuclear  strategy  to  any  greater  extent  than  the 
United  States  itself  is  intimidated  by  the  prospect  of 
global  nuclear  catastrophe. 

To  this  end,  the  United  States  is  making  every  effort  to 
influence  the  Soviet  posture  by  stressing  its  determina¬ 
tion  to  limit  nuclear  war.  As  Schlesinger  said  when  he 
was  U.S.  secretary  of  defense,  for  example,  “if  we  stay  in 
contact  with  the  Russian  leaders  during  a  war  and  can 
provide  precise  and  scrupulous  proof  of  the  limited 
nature  of  our  actions,”  this  will  force  the  other  side  to 
“observe  caution.”**  The  Reagan  Administration’s  ini¬ 
tial  comments  about  the  possibility  of  “limited  nuclear 
war”  were  dictated  by  the  same  desire  to  portray  dreams 
as  realities.  This  administration  has  still  not  given  up 
these  ideas.  As  Weinberger  declared,  “if  deterrence  does 
not  work,  the  United  States  must  be  able  to  limit  the 
losses  of  the  United  States  and  its  allies  as  much  as 
possible  and  strive  for  the  quickest  possible  cessation  of 
hostilities  on  terms  corresponding  most  closely  to  the 
interests  of  the  United  States  and  its  allies.”*^ 

It  is  easy  to  see  that  Weinberger  connects  the  idea  of 
limiting  nuclear  war  (and  war-related  losses)  directly 
with  the  expectation  of  winning  it.  The  absurdity  of  the 
hope  of  winning  a  full-scale  nuclear  war  is  apparent,  as 
the  saying  goes,  to  the  naked  eye.  American  policyma¬ 
kers  have  never,  however,  given  up  the  hope  that  the 
United  States  will  be  able  to  work  out  the  kind  of  strategy 
that  will  guarantee  victory  at  a  lower  level  of  nuclear 
conflict.  This  possibility  is  supposed  to  be  secured  for  the 
United  States  by  “escalation  dominance”  or  the  strategic 
potential  to  destroy  the  enemy  at  all  levels  of  conflict, 
with  the  exception  of  the  highest  level — i.e.,  the  level  of 
a  full-scale  exchange  of  nuclear  strikes  against  cities.  In 
the  event  that  the  United  States  acquires  the  potential 
for  escalation  dominance  (if  the  Soviet  Union  acknowl¬ 
edges  the  need  to  limit  nuclear  war),  this  will  create  a 
situation  in  which  it  could  theoretically  expect  to  win  in 
any  sequence  of  events.  In  this  way,  Washington  hopes 
to  tip  the  “balance  of  terror”  in  its  own  favor  and  to 
“intimidate”  the  USSR  with  the  prospect  of  American 
victory,  which  should  strengthen  the  American  position 
in  all  international  conflicts  and  force  the  USSR  to 
retreat  under  unremitting  politico-psychological  pres¬ 
sure  from  the  United  States. 

In  reality,  of  course,  even  the  potential  for  escalation 
dominance  would  not  allow  the  United  States  to  antici¬ 
pate  a  victory  in  the  real  sense  of  the  term  because  of  the 
excessive  size  of  today’s  nuclear  arsenals.  According  to 
the  calculations  of  American  strategists,  however,  the 
United  States  could  at  least  create  the  impression  that  it 
believes  in  the  possibility  of  winning  and  is  actually 
striving  to  do  so  (it  is  no  coincidence  that  the  statements 
of  Reagan  administration  spokesmen  about  “victory”  in 
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a  nuclear  war  sometimes  sounded  like  magic  incanta¬ 
tions  intended  to  demonstrate  the  firmness  of  their  belief 
in  this  possibility).  Therefore,  here  again  the  United 
States  is  trying  to  use  the  gap  between  contemporary 
realities  and  traditional  politico-  psychological  stereo¬ 
types  to  take  advantage  of  the  popular  and  tenacious 
idea  that  winning  a  nuclear  war  is  possible  in  some  sense 
and  to  create  the  impression  that  Washington  knows  the 
recipe  for  victory. 


How  is  the  Soviet  Union  reacting  to  this  policy?  In 
contrast  to  Washington,  it  is  not  trying  to  use  nuclear 
weapons  to  force  the  United  States  into  political  conces¬ 
sions.  By  the  same  token,  the  USSR  does  not  intend  to 
accept  U.S.  pressure  tactics.  In  its  elaboration  of  ways  of 
counteracting  U.S.  provocative  moves,  it  is  striving  to 
surmount  traditional  politico-military  stereotypes  and 
has  resolved  to  work  out  a  new  way  of  thinking  and  to 
use  it  in  practice. 


The  simplest — and  seemingly  most  natural — response  to 
attempted  nuclear  blackmail  is  a  repetition  of  the  oppo¬ 
nent’s  actions:  a  copy  of  the  other  side’s  strategic  forces 
and  an  imitation  of  its  strategy.  There  is  something 
suspicious,  however,  about  the  fact  that  ever  since  parity 
was  established  the  United  States  has  made  every  effort 
to  encourage  the  restructuring  of  Soviet  strategic  forces 
to  make  them  resemble  American  forces  as  closely  as 
possible,  and  demands  of  this  kind  did  much  to  impede 
the  conclusion  of  agreements  within  the  SALT  frame¬ 
work  for  many  years.  Washington  also  spared  no  effort 
to  influence  the  development  of  Soviet  strategy,  encour¬ 
aging  the  Soviet  Union  to  adopt  American  strategic 
principles. 

If  Soviet  strategic  forces  were  to  turn  into  a  “mirror 
image’’  of  the  American  forces,  this  would,  in  Washing¬ 
ton’s  opinion,  give  the  United  States  the  hope  of  gaining 
military  advantages  and  of  creating  the  illusion  of  supe¬ 
riority  by  virtue  of  its  leading  position  in  the  arms  race. 
If  the  Soviet  Union  should  adopt  American  strategic 
postulates,  the  United  States  would  finally  have  a  com¬ 
pletely  “predictable”  opponent,  which  is  essential  from 
the  standpoint  of  the  “rational”  strategy  emphasizing  the 
need  to  “limit”  nuclear  war. 


The  Soviet  Union  has  consistently  refused  to  accept  the 
key  premise  of  American  nuclear  strategy,  according  to 
which  a  nuclear  conflict  can  be  limited  in  some  way  and 
prevented  from  growing  into  a  full-scale  nuclear  war. 
This  has  always  aroused  the  anger  of  American  strate¬ 
gists  and  is  regarded  by  them  as  the  main  obstacle  to  the 
enhancement  of  the  politico-psychological  effectiveness 
of  U.S.  nuclear  strategy.  Given  this  asymmetry  of  stra¬ 
tegic  approaches,  they  cannot  hope  to  tip  the  “balance  of 
terror”  in  their  own  favor  and  effectively  blackmail  the 
Soviet  Union  with  their  “superiority”  in  the  sphere  of 
nuclear  strategy. 


For  many  years,  however,  the  USSR  had  symmetrical 
responses  to  the  creation  of  new  U.S.  weapons  systems — 
i.e.,  it  developed  and  deployed  similar  weapons.  By 
achieving  military-strategic  parity,  the  USSR  was  able  to 
effectively  neutralize  the  U.S.  attempts  at  nuclear  black¬ 
mail  and  to  stabilize  the  situation.  Nevertheless,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Soviet  leadership,  this  situation  is  far 
from  the  ideal,  and  the  Soviet  side  is  proposing  the 
renunciation  of  nuclear  “deterrence”  as  a  basis  for 
guaranteed  security.  At  the  27th  CPSU  Congress  M.S. 
Gorbachev  stressed,  “security  cannot  be  built  forever  on 
the  fear  of  retaliation— i.e.,  on  the  doctrines  of  ‘deter¬ 
rence’  or  ‘intimidation.’  In  addition  to  creating  the 
absurd  and  immoral  situation  which  has  made  the  entire 
world  a  nuclear  hostage,  these  doctrines  are  stimulating 
an  arms  race  which  could  go  out  of  control  at  any 
time.”'^ 

The  Soviet  program  for  the  elimination  of  nuclear  weap¬ 
ons  by  the  year  2000  was  given  concrete  form  in  the 
USSR’s  peace  initiatives.  Revising  old  approaches,  it 
advances  the  principle  of  reasonable  sufficiency  and 
acknowledges  the  need  not  to  give  in  to  provocative  U.S. 
actions  or  to  build  up  armaments  beyond  the  necessary 
level.  In  particular,  the  Soviet  Union  has  continued  to 
observe  SALT  treaty  limits  and  has  announced  that  it 
will  not  try  to  duplicate  the  American  “Star  Wars” 
program  but  will  have  an  asymmetrical  response  to  it. 
For  a  year  and  a  half  the  USSR  did  not  conduct  any 
nuclear  tests,  in  spite  of  the  ostentatious  U.S.  refusal  to 
join  the  Soviet  moratorium  and  the  acceleration  of  the 
American  program  of  nuclear  tests. 

Could  this  restraint  on  the  part  of  the  USSR  threaten 
heavy  losses  at  a  time  when  the  old  political  thinking  is 
still  so  tenacious  in  the  world  and  when  most  people  on 
the  planet  measure  the  strategic  balance  with  old  yard¬ 
sticks?  Could  the  United  States  take  advantage  of  the 
disparity  between  the  realities  of  the  nuclear-space  age 
and  traditional  thinking  to  successfully  create  the  illu¬ 
sion  of  military  superiority  and  thereby  gain  certain 
politico-psychological  advantages? 

Of  course,  this  danger  does  exist.  Many  people  are  fully 
convinced  that  the  quantitative  advantages  of  one  side 
or  its  creation  of  a  new  “superweapon”  provide  evidence 
of  its  “superiority.”  This  is  why  some  people  might  still 
believe  that  the  United  States’  deployment  of  a  new 
system  of  offensive  weapons  and  its  preparations  for 
breakthroughs  in  space  weapons  mean  that  it  is  in  the 
lead  and  is  superior.  This  is  another  indication  of  the 
tenacity  of  old  assumptions.  But  after  all,  the  traditional 
stereotypes  demanding  the  imitation  of  all  of  the  adver¬ 
sary’s  actions  and  the  prevention  of  even  symbolic 
superiority  are  rooted  not  only  in  the  inertia  of  thinking 
itself.  It  is  equally  important  that  the  arms  race  itself 
seemed  to  confirm  the  accuracy  of  these  views  until 
recently. 

The  Soviet  Union  is  looking  for  more  than  just  some 
kind  of  palliatives  to  lower  the  level  of  confrontation 
within  the  confines  of  traditional  military  rivalry.  Its 
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refusal  to  adhere  to  the  “common”  logic  of  confronta¬ 
tion  is  intended  to  undermine  this  logic  and  to  provide 
an  escape  fmm  the  vicious  circle  of  the  arms  race.  It  is 
demonstrating  the  possibility  of  surmounting  old  stereo¬ 
types. 

How  could  the  Soviet  Union’s  proposed  solution  to  the 
problem  of  intermediate-range  and  operational-tactical 
missiles  in  Europe  be  described  if  not  as  the  breakdown 
of  firmly  entrenched  stereotypes?  After  all,  the  USSR 
agreed  to  scrap  more  warheads  (and,  in  the  case  of  the 
operational-tactical  missiles,  more  missiles)  than  the 
United  States  must  dismantle.  From  the  standpoint  of 
traditional  logic,  this  is  a  major  concession  and  a  volun¬ 
tary  renunciation  of  an  important  politico-  psychological 
advantage.  But  this  is  the  very  crux  of  the  matter:  The 
USSR  does  not  intend  to  use  its  nuclear  arms  as  a  means 
of  pressure,  but  is  striving  to  deliver  mankind  from  the 
nuclear  danger. 

Today  Washington  is  making  every  effort  to  draw  the 
Soviet  Union  into  a  new  round  of  military  and  politico- 
psychological  competition  with  the  aid  of  the  “Star 
Wars”  program.  In  essence,  the  SDI  program  represents 
an  attempt  to  find  a  way  out  of  the  strategic  impasse  the 
United  States  created  by  inventing  more  and  more  new 
threats  within  the  framework  of  the  doctrine  of  “deter¬ 
rence”  to  put  pressure  on  the  USSR.  As  Weinberger 
admitted,  all  of  its  key  ideas  date  back  to  the  1950’s  and 
the  situation  of  American  nuclear  superiority,  but  “this 
era  is  gone  forever. This  would  seem  to  be  the  right 
time  to  admit  that  the  doctrine  of  “deterrence”  should 
be  discarded. 

Weinberger  and  his  colleagues,  however,  are  striving 
only  to  strengthen  “deterrence”  and  to  “update”  it  with 
the  aid  of  the  “Star  Wars”  program.  “The  SDI  program 
is  not  a  renunciation  of  deterrence  but  is  dictated  by  a 
desire  to  reinforce  it,”  he  stressed. 

With  the  aid  of  the  “Strategic  Defense  Initiative,”  Wash¬ 
ington  is  trying  to  restore  the  effectiveness  of  long- 
discredited  means  of  exerting  politico-psychological 
pressure  on  the  USSR.  To  a  considerable  extent,  the  SDI 
is  supposed  to  serve  as  new  evidence  of  the  U.S.  inten¬ 
tion  to  achieve  limited  nuclear  war,  and  on  a  unilateral 
basis,  in  spite  of  the  Soviet  Union’s  refusal  to  accept  the 
“rational’’ scenarios  composed  by  American  strategists. 
The  terrn  “limited  losses”  is  once  again  being  mentioned 
in  American  statements  on  the  SDI,  and  we  must  assume 
that  this  means  “acceptable”  losses,  in  view  of  the 
otherwise  obviously  senseless  nature  of  the  project.  This 
is  an  obvious  attempt,  therefore,  to  reinforce  the  terms 
and  stereotypes  with  which  the  United  States  tried  to  tip 
the  “balance  of  terror”  in  its  own  favor  for  many  years. 

The  initiators  of  the  SDI  might  realize  that  even  this 
“superprogram”  cannot  rescind  the  realities  of  the  nucle¬ 
ar-space  age  or  bring  them  in  line  with  outdated  politico- 
military  stereotypes.  They  are  making  every  effort,  how¬ 
ever,  to  force  the  Soviet  Union  to  act  in  accordance  with 


the  old  way  of  thinking  and  are  drawing  it  into  a  contest 
entailing  the  development  of  broad-scale  ABM  systems. 
The  intensity  of  this  desire  is  attested  to  by  the  United 
States’  propagandistic  offers  to  “share”  the  “Star  Wars” 
technology  with  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  invitations  for 
the  “parallel”  development  and  deployment  of  such 
systems.  Of  course,  all  of  this  is  just  rhetoric  designed  to 
ennoble  the  American  posture.  The  real  hope  that  the 
USSR  will  follow  the  same  pattern  and  try  to  copy  the 
SDI  is  behind  all  of  this.  The  Soviet  Union’s  statements 
about  an  effective  but  asymmetrical  response  to  the  SDI, 
a  response  which  will  not  duplicate  the  actions  of  the 
American  side,  are  arousing  disappointment  and  anger 
in  Washington.  This  is  frustrating  the  plans  of  American 
strategists. 

By  diverging  from  familiar  cliches,  the  USSR  has  already 
shaken  the  logic  of  traditional  thinking  perceptibly  and 
has  proved  that  blind  adherence  to  it  is  not  at  all 
necessary.  American  policymakers  and  their  colleagues 
in  the  West  are  still  far  from  an  acknowledgement  of  the 
imperatives  of  the  new  way  of  thinking.  On  the  contrary, 
they  are  making  every  effort  to  take  advantage  of  the 
disparity  between  traditional  politico-military  stereo¬ 
types  and  the  realities  of  the  nuclear-space  age  for  their 
own  selfish  purposes  and  to  perpetuate  this  disparity. 
They  do  have  to  admit,  however,  that  the  political 
dividends  of  their  attempts  to  create  the  illusion  of 
superiority  are  diminishing  as  more  and  more  people 
surmount  the  inertia  of  the  old  way  of  thinking. 

Of  course,  this  does  not  happen  automatically.  The  new 
initiatives  of  the  Soviet  Union,  which  has  taken  concrete 
steps  to  undermine  the  insidious  logic  of  confrontation, 
have  provided  the  momentum  for  this  difficult  process. 
Obviously,  the  United  States’  acknowledgement  of  the 
futility  of  its  attempts  to  tip  the  balance  of  terror  in  its 
own  favor  and  the  impossibility  of  winning  not  only  a 
nuclear  war  but  also  the  arms  race  would  speed  up  the 
process  appreciably.  Then  mankind  would  have  a  chance 
to  renounce  nuclear  deterrence  as  a  shaky  basis  for 
national  security  and  begin  creating  a  system  of  common 
security  in  a  nuclear-free  world. 
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U.S.  Professor  Interviewed  on  Joint  Ventures 
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[Interview  with  Professor  Joseph  Ha  from  Lewis  and 
Clark  College,  Oregon;  first  paragraph  is  SSHA:  EKO- 
NOMIKA,  POLITIKA,  IDEOLOGIYA  introduction] 

[Text]  In  August  1987  Professor  Joseph  Ha  from  Lewis 
and  Clark  College  (in  Oregon),  a  prominent  American 
scholar,  businessman,  and  politician,  visited  the  Insti¬ 
tute  of  U.S.  and  Canadian  Studies  of  the  USSR  Academy 
of  Sciences.  He  is  also  an  adviser  to  the  Nike  company, 
which  has  repeatedly  expressed  an  interest  in  cooperat¬ 
ing  with  the  Soviet  Union.  During  a  meeting  with  the 
journal  editors.  Professor  Ha  answered  some  questions 
and  shared  his  ideas  about  the  prospects  for  this  kind  of 
cooperation  and  the  possibilities  created  by  the  restruc¬ 
turing  of  foreign  economic  activity  in  the  USSR. 

Editors^  question:  Mr.  Ha,  one  of  our  newspapers 
recently  reported  the  purchase  of  a  factory  abroad  for  the 
production  of  men’s  and  women’s  suits.  According  to  the 
original  plan,  part  of  the  products  were  to  be  exported, 
but  then  it  turned  out  that  the  suits  could  not  be  sold  on 
the  world  market  because  some  of  the  components — 


buttons,  thread,  etc. — were  not  up  to  world  standards. 
How,  in  your  opinion,  should  we  build  up  relations  with 
foreign  firms  in  order  to  participate  in  international 
trade? 


Answer:  Joint  ventures  are  a  wonderful  idea!  If  I  am  not 
mistaken,  21  of  your  ministries  and  70  of  your  enter¬ 
prises  were  recently  granted  the  right  to  establish  direct 
commercial  contacts  with  foreign  partners.  By  establish¬ 
ing  joint  enterprises  and  entering  the  world  market,  you 
can  improve  the  quality  of  manufactured  goods  and  get 
hard  currency  at  the  same  time.  I  hope  you  will  allow  me 
to  give  you  some  advice  in  this  connection. 

Above  all,  the  choice  of  the  correct  sites  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  these  enterprises  is  crucial.  If  the  products  are 
intended  for  export,  it  would  be  best  to  locate  them  near 
seaports.  This  would  get  the  goods  to  customers  more 
quickly  and  reduce  shipping  costs. 

The  second  important  factor  is  the  choice  of  partners. 
This  should  not  be  confined  only  to  the  companies 
suggesting  cooperation  themselves.  You  should  seek  out 
partners  actively  and  establish  contacts  with  many  firms, 
especially  multisectorial  transnational  corporations.  The 
TNC’s  are  distinguished  by  flexibility  and  have  solid 
contacts  of  long  standing  in  many  countries  and  an 
efficient  sales  mechanism. 


Your  goods  will  not  be  easy  to  sell  in  the  United  States, 
because  the  Soviet  Union  does  not  have  most-favored- 
nation  status  in  trade  there.  I  remember  a  few  years  ago 
when  I  was  a  member  of  a  regional  development  com¬ 
mission  and  we  were  considering  the  purchase  of  a 
Soviet  turbine  for  a  hydroelectric  power  station  in  Wash¬ 
ington  State.  Another  turbine  of  this  kind  had  been 
installed  in  a  plant  in  Canada,  and  I  concluded  that  it 
would  be  the  most  suitable  for  our  purposes  too.  Because 
of  the  higher  tariffs  on  Soviet  goods,  however,  the  price 
of  the  turbine  rose  5  percent,  and  this  was  not  a  small 
amount  in  view  of  the  cost  of  several  million  dollars.  In 
Canada,  however,  where  your  country  has  been  granted 
most-favored-nation  status,  Soviet  turbines  and  other 
types  of  equipment  are  completely  competitive.  I  think 
you  should  try  to  establish  commercial  relations  with  as 
many  American  companies  as  possible,  on  the  condition 
that  the  products  of  joint  ventures  would  be  sold  on  the 
American  market.  After  all,  if  it  turns  out  that  there  is  a 
demand  for  your  goods,  your  American  partners  will 
urge  Congress  to  grant  the  Soviet  Union  most-favored- 
nation  status. 


Incidentally,  these  do  not  necessarily  have  to  be  corpo¬ 
rations  on  the  east  coast  of  the  United  States.  You  should 
look  for  partners  in  a  variety  of  states.  Then  the  con¬ 
gressmen  representing  the  interests  of  these  states  in 
Washington  will  be  more  likely  to  support  the  expansion 
of  economic  cooperation  with  your  country. 
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When  you  establish  joint  enterprises,  you  will  naturally 
want  to  obtain  the  latest  technology  and  to  update  it 
continuously.  It  is  true  that  many  people  in  the  Soviet 
Union  are  not  inclined  to  regard  Nike  as  a  high-tech¬ 
nology  firm.  I  do  not  agree  with  them.  We  invest  40 
million  dollars  a  year  in  product  development.  This  year, 
with  the  aid  of  computers,  we  developed  a  new  line  of 
high-quality  athletic  footwear  with  a  foam  rubber  sole. 
The  demand  now  exceeds  the  supply.  Later,  however, 
market  requirements  could  change,  and  their  satisfaction 
will  necessitate  new  research  and  new  investments. 

Question:  It  appears  that  the  construction  of  a  joint 
enterprise  in  the  Estonian  SSR  with  the  Nike  firm  is 
being  planned.  What  will  it  take,  in  your  opinion,  for  its 
products  to  be  equal  in  quality  to  those  manufactured  in 
the  United  States,  so  that  they  can  be  sold  on  the  world 
market  and  earn  profits?  How  can  we  interest  Nike  in 
supplying  us  with  the  latest  technology? 

Answer:  The  Nike  company  should  be  signing  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  USSR  Tennis  Federation  soon.  By  the 
terms  of  this  agreement,  it  will  finance  the  participation 
of  Soviet  athletes  in  international  competitions.  In 
exchange,  they  will  advertise  the  firm’s  products  by 
wearing  its  footwear.  There  is  also  a  plan  for  a  joint 
venture.  Our  company  has  offered  to  supply  the  neces¬ 
sary  equipment  and  technology  and  to  take  care  of 
production  control.  The  Soviet  side  will  build  the  factory 
and  supply  the  manpower.  Gradually,  as  the  necessary 
skills  are  mastered,  the  Soviet  side  will  perform  a 
broader  range  of  functions.  The  products  will  be  sold  in 
the  USSR  and  abroad. 

Question:  How  will  the  income  be  distributed? 

Answer:  In  line  with  the  amount  of  capital  invested  by 
each  side  and  its  share  of  the  stock.  By  the  terms  of  the 
agreement,  the  Soviet  side  will  have  5 1  percent  of  the 
stock  and  we  will  have  49  percent.  Later  it  might  turn  out 
that  the  value  of  the  equipment  we  have  supplied  is 
greater  than  the  value  of  the  work  performed  by  the 
Soviet  side,  but  we  intend  to  keep  the  ratio  at  5 1 :49. 

Quality  control  is  an  important  matter.  For  example,  our 
firm  produces  65  percent  of  its  footwear  in  South  Korea, 
where  the  reject  level  is  below  5  percent.  We  produce  less 
than  1  percent  in  China,  where  defective  output  can 
reach  50  percent  because  of  poor  quality  control. 

Question:  Do  you  plan  to  train  Soviet  workers? 

Answer:  Yes,  we  must  have  well-trained  personnel,  but 
quality  control  is  the  main  thing.  It  is  too  liberal  in  the 
USSR, 

Question:  Who  will  be  responsible  for  this  control? 

Answer:  I  think  it  will  be  best  if  this  is  done  by  Ameri¬ 
cans  at  first.  They  can  simultaneously  teach  you  the 
methods  of  control. 


Question:  Who  will  supply  the  raw  materials? 

Answer:  The  United  States  will  supply  it  in  the  begin¬ 
ning,  until  suitable  materials  have  been  developed  in  the 
Soviet  Union.  But  if  Soviet  raw  materials  turn  out  to  be 
more  competitive  because  of  their  proximity  to  process¬ 
ing  enterprises,  this  will  be  all  the  better.  At  this  time,  as 
you  know,  the  footwear  produced  in  the  USSR  by 
agreement  with  the  Adidas  firm  is  inferior  in  quality  to 
the  West  German  product,  and  athletes  prefer  the  latter 
because  it  is  lighter  and  better.  I  think  the  whole  problem 
is  that  your  producers  have  no  competition.  This  is  why 
they  are  not  motivated  to  improve  product  quality. 

Question:  What  can  we  do  about  the  problem  of  most- 
favored-  nation  status?  After  all,  part  of  the  products 
should  be  sold  in  the  United  States. 

Answer:  Yes,  this  problem  does  exist,  but  it  could  be 
surmounted  by  exporting  products  first  to  our  subdivi¬ 
sions  in  the  FRG,  the  Netherlands,  or  England,  and  then 
to  the  United  States.  Direct  exports  to  the  United  States 
from  the  USSR  are  not  possible  at  this  time,  but  they  are 
possible  from  our  English  branch. 

Question:  We  are  not  satisfied  with  the  quality  of  our 
passenger  vehicles.  The  products  of  the  Volga  Motor 
Vehicle  Plant,  built  by  the  Fiat  firm,  in  our  country  are 
inferior  to  the  cars  produced  now  in  Italy.  In  addition,  of 
course,  the  Volga  is  an  outdated  model.  You  probably 
know  that  the  Gorkiy  Motor  Vehicle  Plant  was  built  by 
Ford,  but  today  this  company  is  building  much  more 
advanced  models  than  our  Volga,  What  do  you  think  we 
can  do  to  avoid  lags  of  this  kind? 

Answer:  You  need  joint  automobile  production  enter¬ 
prises.  They  have  been  established  all  over  the  world.  Of 
course,  the  automotive  industry  has  made  great 
advances  in  recent  years,  but  this  does  not  mean  that  you 
cannot  master  Western  technology. 

Take  a  look  at  the  IBM  corporation,  the  world’s  largest 
producer  of  computers.  One  of  the  reasons  for  its  leading 
position  is  the  high  number  of  joint  ventures  in  many 
different  countries.  Small  companies  are  responsible  for 
up  to  50  percent  of  all  technical  innovations  today. 
Experts  from  IBM  consider  all  of  the  technical  proposals 
and,  if  necessary,  conclude  agreements  on  deliveries  of 
various  components,  but  only  on  the  condition  that  the 
item  will  also  be  produced  by  companies  other  than  the 
one  submitting  the  proposal.  This  is  done  to  keep  IBM 
from  becoming  dependent  on  a  small  company  and  to 
lower  prices  and  guarantee  high  product  quality.  I  see 
this  as  one  of  the  reasons  for  the  success  of  IBM  and 
other  companies. 

It  is  certainly  not  necessary  for  one  firm  to  produce 
everything  by  itself  In  the  future  you  could  order  iden¬ 
tical  components  for  one  main  producer  from  many 
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small  enterprises  so  that  they  will  be  competing  with  one 
another.  This  will  force  them  to  improve  the  quality  of 
items.  This  applies  to  joint  ventures  and  to  purely  Soviet 
enterprises. 

Question:  Therefore,  you  feel  it  would  be  expedient  to 
ask  several  suppliers  to  manufacture  components  for  a 
large  enterprise  and  then  use  the  best.  Under  these 
conditions,  however,  one  enterprise  will  flourish  while 
another  is  ruined.  It  will  have  to  fire  its  workers,  but  we 
cannot  allow  unemployment.  In  addition,  we  now  hope 
to  have  only  profitable  enterprises  manufacturing  high- 
quality  items.  What  do  you  have  to  say  about  this? 

Answer:  I  understand.  This  is  one  of  the  strengths  and 
one  of  the  weaknesses  of  the  socialist  system.  On  the 
positive  side,  everyone  is  guaranteed  a  job.  Without  a  job 
a  person  cannot  maintain  his  self-esteem.  This  is  more 
important  than  money.  The  weakness  of  your  system, 
however,  is  that  if  a  person  is  not  afraid  of  losing  his  job, 
he  could  get  lazy.  I  think  that  if  a  small  enterprise  cannot 
make  a  profit,  it  should  be  converted  for  the  production 
of  something  else. 

I  see  another  solution  in  the  sharp  reduction  of  wages  at 
enterprises  where  performance  is  unsatisfactory  until 
they  improve  product  quality.  The  income  of  enterprises 
producing  unsatisfactory  goods  declines,  and  wages 
should  decline  along  with  it. 

Question:  You  already  have  some  experience  in  cooper¬ 
ation  with  our  country  and  you  are  working  on  the  plans 
for  the  establishment  of  a  joint  firm,  but  what  if  our 
common  hopes  turn  out  to  be  futile,  as  they  have  several 
times  in  the  past? 

Answer:  I  am  a  very  optimistic  person.  I  believe  that 
commercial  cooperation  between  the  USSR  and  the 
United  States  has  a  great  future.  And  we  must  not  dwell 
on  past  offenses.  For  example,  I  tried  to  establish  com¬ 
mercial  contacts  with  your  country  for  many  years,  but  I 
was  unable  to  do  so  until  now.  In  the  past,  your  official 
representatives  would  ask  me  to  submit  samples,  osten¬ 
sibly  so  that  they  could  examine  our  firm’s  products 
more  closely.  After  spending  our  time  and  money  on 
these  samples,  we  would  contact  them  again,  but  there 
would  be  no  response — not  even  a  letter  or  a  telegram. 
But  today  I  immediately  received  a  proposal  for  a  joint 
venture. 

There  is  no  question  that  the  situation  in  your  country  is 
changing  and  that  the  attitudes  of  members  of  the 
business  community  and  of  your  leaders  are  changing. 
These  processes  seem  genuinely  revolutionary  to  me. 
Your  economy  is  being  geared  more  and  more  to  the 
international  market.  If  Western  businessmen  want  to 
establish  commercial  contacts  with  you,  they  should 
start  right  now. 


When  commercial  contacts  are  maintained  only  by  a  few 
businessmen,  it  is  easy  for  politicians  to  pressure  them. 
But  if  joint  enterprises  are  established  on  a  mass  scale, 
the  Washington  administration  will  be  unable  to  refuse 
to  issue  licenses  for  trade  with  the  USSR.  Just  ask  any 
American  businessman:  We  are  against  the  policy  of 
protectionism.  This  policy  is  wrong,  and  we  do  not  need 
it. 

Question:  What  do  you  think  will  appeal  to  foreign 
businessmen  most — the  Soviet  market,  as  in  the  case  of 
the  Nike  company,  or  manpower,  which  might  be 
cheaper,  or  cheaper  energy?  What  will  attract  them  to  the 
Soviet  Union? 

Answer:  A  great  deal.  Above  all,  any  businessman  who 
starts  out  on  a  new  venture  thinks  about  profits.  He  can 
earn  profits  in  the  USSR  because  you  have  a  large 
consumer  market.  The  Nike  company,  for  example, 
could  establish  a  trade  firm.  The  Soviet  rubles  it  earns 
could  be  invested  in  other  sectors,  such  as  the  service 
sphere.  For  this  reason,  it  would  be  most  convenient  to 
establish  multisectorial  joint  companies,  providing 
broader  opportunities.  You  have  many  outstanding  sci¬ 
entists  who  make  remarkable  discoveries. 

Question:  This  is  true.  Unfortunately,  the  journey  from 
the  discovery  to  the  concrete  product  is  regrettably  often 
too  long.  In  some  cases  we  have  sold  licenses  abroad  and 
have  then  had  to  pay  through  the  nose  for  the  products 
because  of  some  new  innovation  there. 

Answer:  This  is  another  point  in  favor  of  joint  ventures. 
With  their  help,  you  will  be  able  to  incorporate  innova¬ 
tions  and  enter  the  foreign  market  with  them  more 
quickly. 

I  must  add  that  the  terms  of  the  organization  of  joint 
production  are  important  to  us,  such  as  the  complete 
exemption  from  taxes  for  the  first  3  years.  Besides  this, 
we  will  not  have  to  buy  land  in  the  USSR.  After  all,  in 
Tokyo  a  piece  of  land  the  size  of  a  writing  desk  costs 
millions  of  dollars.  And  if  we  want  to  sell  the  products  of 
joint  ventures  in  third  countries,  your  proximity  to  the 
European  markets  will  be  an  important  consideration. 

Question:  Some  people  might  suspect  that  you  are  trying 
to  “colonize”  the  Soviet  Union. 

Answer:  How  can  you  say  that!  In  the  United  States,  for 
example,  joint  ventures  are  quite  common,  but  no  one  is 
saying  that  the  United  States  is  a  Japanese  colony  or  that 
West  Germany  is  a  colony  of  South  Korea.  This  is  the 
pattern  of  economic  development  all  over  the  world 
today.  Joint  ventures  have  been  actively  encouraged  in 
my  native  state  of  Oregon  in  the  last  few  years— with 
Japan,  South  Korea,  and  West  Germany.  Because  of  this, 
Oregon  now  produces  50  percent  of  all  the  microchips  in 
the  United  States. 
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In  conclusion,  I  would  like  to  repeat  that  Gorbachev’s 
new  policy  has  made  it  much  easier  to  develop  contacts 
with  you. 

Editors:  We  thank  you,  Professor  Ha.  We  hope  that  your 
experience  will  serve  as  an  example  to  other  business¬ 
men. 
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[Article  by  A.L.  Korovina] 

[Text]  In  1986  nuclear  power  plants  in  the  United  States 
produced  405  billion  kilowatt-hours  of  electric  power — 
more  than  in  any  other  country.  This  was  5  percent 
above  the  previous  year’s  figure,  which  had  broken  all 
records.  These  plants  accounted  for  around  1 6  percent  of 
all  the  electrical  power  generated  in  the  country.  Another 
20  plants  are  in  the  construction  stage,  and  by  the 
beginning  of  the  1 990s,  when  they  have  been  completed, 
nuclear  energy’s  share  of  the  total  will  rise  to  20  percent. 

These  figures  were  cited  in  “The  United  States  Atomic 
Industry  in  1986,”  a  bulletin  published  by  the  Atomic 
Industrial  Forum,  an  organization  uniting  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  country’s  largest  power  engineering  compa¬ 
nies,  research  centers,  and  labor  unions.  The  organiza¬ 
tion’s  experts  are  concerned,  however,  about  the  future 
of  nuclear  energy  in  the  United  States  if  no  new  nuclear 
plants  are  ordered. 

“Since  1978,  a  year  before  the  Three  Mile  Island 
accident,”  TIME  magazine  commented,  “no  commer¬ 
cial  nuclear  reactors  have  been  ordered  in  the  United 
States.  And  now  the  prospects  for  nuclear  energy  have 
become  even  bleaker.”* 

The  debates  on  the  problems  of  nuclear  energy  recently 
heated  up  again.  This  was  connected  with  the  accident  in 
Chernobyl,  with  incidents  in  several  other  countries, 
including  the  United  States,  and  with  economic  prob¬ 
lems — changing  conditions  in  the  energy  market  and  the 
decline  of  world  oil  prices,  which  diminished  the  com¬ 
mercial  appeal  of  alternative  sources  of  energy,  including 
nuclear  power  plants.  And  the  reliability  and  safety  of 
nuclear  plants  are  still  the  focus  of  these  debates. 

Nuclear  Power  Plants:  Is  There  an  Alternative? 

The  range  of  opinions  and  views  is  quite  broad:  from 
demands  for  the  gradual  abandonment  of  this  source  of 
energy  to  suggestions  that  the  construction  of  new  plants 
be  halted  and  even  that  existing  ones  be  shut  down. 


These  extreme  views  were  already  being  expressed  in  the 
late  1970s  and  early  1980s,  but  the  proposed  renuncia¬ 
tion  of  nuclear  energy  did  not  win  public  support.  Even 
when  skeptical  feelings  were  at  their  highest  (in  spring 
and  summer  1986),  the  “gradual  shutdown  of  existing 
nuclear  plants”  was  still  supported  only  by  a  minority  (in 
a  poll  conducted  by  THE  WASHINGTON  POST  news¬ 
paper  and  the  ABC  television  news  service).^  Most 
experts  acknowledge  the  importance  of  nuclear  energy  as 
an  integral  part  of  national  power  engineering. 

Many  American  experts  would  agree  with  the  point  of 
view  expressed  in  NEW  REPUBLIC  by  Director  T. 
Johnson  of  a  research  laboratory  in  West  Point:  “Some 
critics  of  nuclear  power  say  that  any  risk  is  indefensible: 
We  simply  must  use  other  ways  to  produce  the  electrical 
power  we  need.  There  is  no  question,  however,  that  one 
day  there  will  be  no  more  oil.  The  main  renewable 
sources  of  energy  (solar  and  thermonuclear)  are  still 
dreams  for  some  indefinite  time  in  the  distant  future.  We 
will  be  very  lucky  if  safe  and  renewable  sources  of  energy 
turn  out  to  be  practical  and  profitable,  but  pinning  our 
hopes  for  the  future  on  this  would  be  unrealistic.  Only 
two  reliable  sources  are  left:  coal  and  nuclear  fission 
reaction.  Burning  coal  on  a  massive  scale,  however, 
poisons  the  atmosphere  and  our  water.  Over  the  long 
range,  the  consequences  could  be  catastrophic  for  our 
entire  planet.”^  Without  denying  all  of  the  serious  prob¬ 
lems  connected  with  the  development  of  nuclear  energy, 
the  scientist  expresses  the  following  opinion:  “When  we 
deal  with  technological  processes  entailing  a  definite 
risk,  a  responsible  and  critical  approach  is  crucial.  But  it 
would  be  irrational  to  argue  that  nuclear  energy  is 
unacceptable  in  principle....  And  taking  advantage  of  the 
public’s  fears  and  lack  of  awareness  to  substantiate  one’s 
own  position  is  irresponsible.  The  reasonable  solution  is 
to  increase  the  safety  of  reactors... while  we  are  still 
conducting  research  and  experimental  design  projects 
with  renewable  sources  of  energy.”"* 

Safety:  Standards  and  Profitability 

Along  with  the  acknowledgement  of  the  importance  of 
using  nuclear  energy,  there  is  the  widespread  conviction 
in  the  United  States  that  the  current  level  of  the  safety 
and  reliability  of  existing  nuclear  plants  is  not  high 
enough. 

Although  several  measures  were  taken  to  enhance  the 
reliability  of  nuclear  reactors  after  the  Three  Mile  Island 
accident  in  1 979  (new  methods  of  control  and  stricter 
demands  on  personnel),  the  new  practices  still  have  not 
reached  all  of  the  reactors  with  operating  licenses.  The 
fire  prevention  regulations  instituted  more  than  10  years 
ago  as  a  result  of  the  serious  fire  in  the  Browns  Ferry 
reactor  in  Alabama  are  not  being  observed  fully  either. 
“This  inability  to  enforce  regulations  is  largely  due  to  the 
dispersed  nature  of  nuclear  power  engineering.  Each  of 
the  dozens  of  reactors  scattered  around  the  country  has 
its  own  design,  and  this  complicates  the  institution  of  a 
common  set  of  rules  considerably.”^ 
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Experts  believe  that  the  absence  of  a  common  design  and 
common  standards  in  nuclear  power  engineering  in  the 
United  States  is  also  having  an  adverse  effect  on  its 
economic  indicators.  At  the  end  of  the  1960s  it  took  less 
than  5  years  to  build  a  nuclear  power  plant,  but  now  it 
can  take  more  than  10;  the  interest  rates  on  the  loans 
commonly  used  for  construction  projects  of  this  kind 
rose  dramatically  during  this  period,  and  this  has 
increased  costs  by  40-50  percent.  According  to  T.  John¬ 
son,  the  fact  that  American  reactors  and  safety  measures 
do  not  have  to  meet  a  single  set  of  standards  is  one  of  the 
reasons  why  “they  are  working  at  only  55  percent  of 
projected  capacity  on  the  average.  This  is  almost  the 
lowest  figure  in  the  world....  The  absence  of  standardiza¬ 
tion  complicates  the  issuance  of  licenses  and  raises  the 
cost  of  the  technical  engineering  services  (which  now 
account  for  two-thirds  of  construction  costs)  involved  in 
the  construction  of  each  nuclear  power  plant. 

There  is  also  the  fear  that  measures  to  enhance  the 
reliability  of  the  plants  could  also  be  affected  adversely 
by  the  Reagan  Administration’s  policy  of  “deregulation” 
and  the  emphasis  on  commercial  considerations.  In 
October  1985  the  so-called  “retooling  rule”  went  into 
effect  in  the  United  States,  envisaging  feasibility  studies 
of  expenditures  to  increase  the  operational  safety  of 
nuclear  plants.  In  the  opinion  of  several  experts,  this  rule 
puts  too  much  emphasis  on  the  cost  of  modification  and 
not  enough  on  the  possible  consequences  of  accidents. 
“This  is  a  real  attempt  to  take  an  oversimplified 
approach  to  the  problem  of  nuclear  safety,”  said  E. 
Weiss,  the  chief  legal  counsel  of  the  Union  of  Concerned 
Scientists.  As  J.  Esselstein,  a  member  of  the  U.S.  Nuclear 
Regulatory  Commission  (NRC),  remarked,  there  is  a 
“disturbing  tendency  to  reject  regulations  incompatible 
with  past  operating  practices.”  Quoting  his  words,  the 
WALL  STREET  JOURNAL  commented  that  “in  any 
case,  the  concern  for  safety  has  been  diminishing  in  the 
government  and  in  the  nuclear  industry  itself.”^  The 
newspaper  also  cited  an  NRC  report  which  was  made 
public  by  Congressman  E.  Markey,  chairman  of  a  sub¬ 
committee  of  the  House  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Commerce,  in  which  the  three  most  serious  accidents 
and  nine  other  incidents  in  American  nuclear  plants 
between  1984  and  1986  were  analyzed.  “Althou^  the 
facts  tell  us  we  need  stronger  measures  to  guarantee 
safety,”  Markey  stressed,  “the  nuclear  industry  and  the 
Reagan  Administration  are  pressuring  the  Nuclear  Reg¬ 
ulatory  Commission  for  the  cancellation  of  nuclear 
energy  regulations  and  the  relaxation  of  equipment 
safety  standards.” 

Is  a  “Safe”  Reactor  Possible? 

Many  experts  agree  that  the  future  development  of 
nuclear  power  engineering  will  depend  largely  on  the 
success  in  enhancing  its  safety  and  in  surmounting  the 
prejudice  against  this  source  of  energy. 

There  are  two  fundamental  approaches  to  this  problem. 
One  is  connected  with  the  development  of  a  new  type  of 
commercial  reactor  which  is  safe  in  principle  and  which 


cannot,  even  theoretically,  have  any  accidents  serious 
enough  to  melt  the  core  or  to  release  radioactive  sub¬ 
stances.  The  other  would  entail  the  improvement  and 
standardization  of  existing  water-moderated  reactors. 
The  supporters  of  this  approach  are  skeptical  about  the 
idea  of  developing  a  new  reactor,  assuming  that  this  will 
entail  the  repetition  of  the  entire  lengthy  process  of 
designing  the  system  and  applying  for  licenses.  Further¬ 
more,  this  kind  of  reactor  would  most  probably  be  of 
limited  capacity.  In  their  opinion,  although  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  existing  equipment  is  a  less  “sensational”  plan, 
it  is  more  realistic.  They  maintain  that  if  the  appropriate 
program  is  drawn  up  without  delay,  it  could  be  carried 
out  within  5  years  and  at  a  lower  cost  than  the  replace¬ 
ment  of  the  space  shuttle  “Challenger.”®  This  would 
have  to  be  a  national  program,  however,  and  would  have 
to  be  financed  by  the  federal  government. 

Nevertheless,  THE  NEW  YORK  TIMES  reported,  citing 
the  opinion  of  Professor  R.  Lester,  MIT  nuclear  engi¬ 
neer,  more  attention  is  being  focused  on  “the  new 
concept  emphasizing  the  safety  elements  inherent  in  the 
very  system,  which  ideally  should  exclude  the  possibility 
of  accidents,  than  on  the  addition  of  complicated  mech¬ 
anisms  to  the  reactor  to  guard  against  disaster  after 
something  goes  wrong....  In  other  words,  the  main  ele¬ 
ments  insuring  safety  would  be  part  of  the  design  of  the 
reactor  and  would  not  require  any  kind  of  human 
intervention.”^  Not  only  have  the  theoretical  bases  of 
this  concept  been  elaborated  (this  was  the  subject  of,  for 
example,  an  NRC  report  published  in  July  1986),  but 
some  practical  steps  have  also  been  taken. 

In  particular,  an  integral  fast  reactor  was  tested  last  year 
in  Idaho.*®  This  experimental  20-megawatt  reactor  is 
cooled  not  with  water,  but  with  molten  sodium,  which 
can  absorb  far  more  heat.  Reactors  of  this  kind  are  to  be 
submerged  in  a  pool  of  molten  sodium.  Besides  this,  the 
reactor  does  not  use  the  conventional  uranium  oxide,  but 
an  alloy — 75  percent  uranium,  15  percent  plutonium, 
and  10  percent  zirconium.  One  of  the  important  prop¬ 
erties  of  this  fuel  is  its  ability  to  stop  the  release  of  energy 
when  the  unit  overheats.  This  concept  also  presupposes  a 
new  method  of  fuel  processing  based  on  electrical  pre¬ 
cipitation  instead  of  chemical  extraction.  This  requires 
less  cumbersome  equipment  and  reduces  the  quantity  of 
radioactive  waste.  The  simpler  processing  system  could 
be  situated  within  the  reactor  complex,  and  this  would 
reduce  the  danger  of  the  theft  of  nuclear  fuel  and  prevent 
accidents  during  transport.  The  new  reactor  is  being 
developed  by  Argonne  National  Laboratory  specialists  in 
conjunction  with  the  General  Electric  and  Rockwell 
International  companies,  which  are  spending  a  total  of 
around  70  million  dollars  a  year  on  the  project. 

This  concept,  however,  is  still  arousing  considerable 
controversy,  and  experts  believe  it  requires  more  thor¬ 
ough  investigation.  According  to  most  American  experts, 
the  most  successful  research  into  “safe”  reactors  is  now 
being  conducted  in  Sweden  and  the  FRG.  The  American 
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press  is  giving  this  research  extensive  coverage.  In  par¬ 
ticular,  Sweden  is  developing  the  PIUS  (process  inherent 
ultimately  safe)  system — a  conventional  reactor 
immersed  in  a  giant  pool  of  water.  If  the  primary  cooling 
system  fails,  the  water  in  the  pool  floods  the  reactor  core. 
In  addition,  it  contains  a  substance  to  absorb  the  neu¬ 
trons  and  stop  the  chain  reaction. 

One  of  the  advantages  of  the  modular  high-temperature 
gas  reactor  developed  in  the  FRG  is  that  if  anything 
should  go  wrong,  the  reactor  would  simply  cool  down 
without  releasing  any  radiation.  Another  advantage  is 
that  its  principal  components  could  be  mass-produced: 
The  reactor  itself  generates  only  80  megawatts  of  power, 
but  several  such  80-megawatt  modules  could  be  com¬ 
bined  to  make  up  a  large  plant.  A  model  of  the  reactor 
has  been  tested  in  the  FRG;  similar  research  is  being 
conducted  by  GA  Technologies,  an  American  company. 
According  to  experts,  with  a  concentrated  effort  the 
production  of  the  modular  reactors  could  start  in  1996. 
This  concept,  the  American  press  commented,  received 
“support  from  an  unexpected  source” — the  Union  of 
Concerned  Scientists.  R.  Pollard,  a  nuclear  engineer  and 
union  spokesman  who  has  urged  the  shutdown  of  all  U.S. 
nuclear  plants,  said  that  this  kind  of  reactor  “is  a  much 
better  idea  than  current  reactors.”^* 

After  R.  Lester  analyzed  the  PIUS  system  and  the  gas 
reactor,  he  reported  that  he  could  not  “imagine  a  situa¬ 
tion  in  which  the  fuel  could  overheat  and  become 
uncontrollable.”*^ 

Nevertheless,  in  spite  of  existing  or  anticipated  techno¬ 
logical  breakthroughs,  the  opinion  that  technology  alone 
cannot  guarantee  the  necessary  level  of  nuclear  plant 
safety  and  reliability  is  being  expressed  more  and  more 
frequently.  “The  two  most  serious  accidents  occurred  in 
the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union — the  two  coun¬ 
tries  with  the  strongest  technical  base,”*^  F.  Graham, 
vice  president  of  the  Atomic  Industrial  Forum,  stressed 
in  this  connection.  The  development  and  reinforcement 
of  international  cooperation  in  nuclear  power  engineer¬ 
ing,  including  cooperation  through  the  IAEA  mechanism 
set  up  for  this  purpose,  should  become  an  important 
factor  in  the  reliable  functioning  of  nuclear  plants,  and 
this  opinion  is  winning  increasing  support. 

Nuclear  Power  Engineering  and  Nuclear  Weapons 

The  debates  on  the  prospects  for  the  use  of  nuclear  power 
for  peaceful  purposes  in  the  United  States  stimulated  a 
discussion  of  the  dangers  connected  with  the  production 
and  testing  of  nuclear  weapons.  THE  NEW  YORK 
TIMES  recalled,  for  example,  that  1 1  atomic  tests  were 
conducted  in  the  United  States  in  1953:  “All  of  these 
tests  were  conducted  aboveground,  and  each  was  accom¬ 
panied  by  radioactive  fallout  far  in  excess  of  the  radia¬ 
tion  released  in  Chernobyl.” The  newspaper  remarked 
that  after  the  accident  in  Chernobyl  the  appropriate 
warnings  were  issued  by  the  authorities  in  several  coun¬ 
tries,  including  the  United  States,  and  “politicians  in  the 


West  complained  about  what  they  called  the  indifferent 
attitude  of  the  Russians,”  but  at  the  time  of  the  tests  in 
the  United  States  “no  warnings  were  issued,  reports  were 
classified,  and  life  went  on  as  usual”;  “the  federal 
government  took  the  position  that  the  nuclear  tests., .did 
not  constitute  a  threat  to  human  health,” 

Reactors  used  for  military  purposes  and  not  subject  to 
civilian  regulations  are  arousing  increasing  anxiety  in  the 
United  States.  According  to  the  MERCURY  NEWS, 
there  are  22  nuclear  reactors  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
Area,  and  the  greatest  potential  threat  is  posed  by  the  1 9 
installed  on  aircraft  carriers,  naval  ships,  and  subma¬ 
rines  with  local  ports  of  registry.*^  Navy  spokesmen,  the 
newspaper  asserted,  regularly  conceal  information  about 
incidents  involving  military  atomic  reactors.  Just 
recently  it  was  learned  that  an  accident  in  1975  on  the 
cruiser  “California,”  stationed  on  the  naval  base  in 
Alameda,  had  caused  radioactive  liquid  to  leak  out  of  the 
reactor  cooling  system.  A  similar  accident  occurred  2 
years  later  when  the  ship  was  docked  in  Norfolk  for 
repairs.  In  1985  incidents  took  place  in  eight  reactors  on 
the  aircraft  carrier  “Enterprise”  in  San  Francisco  Bay. 

The  atomic  reactors  of  the  Department  of  Energy,  which 
are  used  to  produce  plutonium  for  nuclear  weapons, 
constitute  a  more  serious  problem,  according  to  the 
American  press.  “Because  they  are  under  federal  author¬ 
ity,”  THE  LOS  ANGELES  TIMES  remarked,  “the  reac¬ 
tors  of  the  Energy  Department,  more  than  50  nuclear 
installations  in  1 1  states,  are  not  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  and  are  not 
subject  to  the  commission’s  commercial  reactor 
regulations.”*^ 

Articles  in  the  press  clearly  point  up  the  conflict  between 
the  development  of  nuclear  arms  and  the  safety  require¬ 
ments  in  the  nuclear  military  industry.  “The  Reagan 
Administration,”  THE  WASHINGTON  POST 
reported,  “is  hoping  to  use  a  series  of  obsolete  nuclear 
reactors  as  the  basis  for  the  most  massive  strategic  arms 
buildup  of  the  last  20  years....  Ail  of  these  reactors  have 
caused  environmental  problems.”*^ 

The  Pentagon’s  plans  to  use  nuclear  reactors  as  an 
important  component  of  the  “Star  Wars”  program  have 
also  been  one  of  the  topics  discussed  recently  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  use  of  the  energy  of  the  atom  for  military 
purposes.  A  branch  of  the  General  Electric  company  in 
Silicon  Valley  is  now  building  an  experimental  model  of 
a  reactor  with  the  equivalent  of  300  kilowatts  of  electri¬ 
cal  power  for  satellite-launching  into  orbit.  “This 
reactor,”  the  SAN  FRANCISCO  EXAMINER 
remarked,  “is  the  prototype  of  much  larger  systems  with 
atomic  power  plants....  The  reactor  project  is  a  signifi¬ 
cant  part  of  the  space  defense  system  because  it  will 
require  so  much  electrical  power  that  experts  believe 
only  a  nuclear  reactor  can  satisfy  these  needs.”*®  Accord¬ 
ing  to  J.  Johnson,  director  of  the  SDI  Organization  office 
of  advanced  science  and  technology,  the  power  require¬ 
ments  of  the  elements  of  the  “Star  Wars”  system  will  be 
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equivalent  to  “much  of  the  energy  generated  by  the 
eastern  network  of  electric  power  plants  in  the  United 
States.”  Expenditures  on  research  into  the  development 
of  atomic  sources  of  energy  for  the  space  ABM  system 
could  total  almost  4.5  billion  dollars  by  1991. 

All  of  this,  the  critics  of  the  SDI  have  noted,  is  inconsis¬ 
tent  with  President  Reagan’s  statements  about  the  nature 
of  the  “strategic  initiative.”  “The  military  establishment 
promised  that  the  Star  Wars  program  would  not  be 
nuclear  and  that  its  systems  would  not  be  in  our  back¬ 
yard.  The  reactors  orbiting  the  earth  at  an  altitude  of  1 00 
miles,  however,  will  be  closer  to  us  than  the  nuclear  plant 
in  Diablo  Canyon,”  stressed  D.  Hirsch,  director  of  the 
Stevenson  College  Nuclear  Policy  Research  Program  at 
the  University  of  California  in  Santa  Cruz,  There  is  also 
the  fear  that  an  accident  during  the  launching  of  atomic 
power  plants  into  space  could  result  in  the  radioactive 
pollution  of  the  territory  within  a  radius  of  several  miles 
around  the  launch  site.  There  is  also  some  concern  about 
what  will  happen  when  the  service  life  of  these  reactors 
comes  to  an  end  (in  7  years).  Not  all  experts  agree  with 
General  Electric  consultant  N.  Brown’s  opinion  that  the 
reactors  will  be  at  such  a  high  altitude  that  they  will  not 
return  to  earth  until  the  decay  of  radioactive  waste  has 
reached  a  safe  level,  or  with  the  statements  of  Pentagon 
spokesmen  that  the  satellite  will  stay  in  a  “nuclear-safe” 
orbit  for  300  years.  These  experts  have  pointed  out  the 
possibility  that  the  satellite  might  gradually  leave  its 
orbit,  approaching  the  earth,  as  Skylab  did,  for  example, 
in  1979.  Besides  this,  as  engineer  S.  Aftergood  warned  in 
an  article  in  the  BULLETIN  OF  THE  ATOMIC  SCIEN¬ 
TISTS  (October  1986),  after  7  years  in  orbit  this  300- 
kilowatt  reactor  could  leave  longer-lived  radioactive 
waste  in  space  than  the  radioactive  pollution  from  300 
bombs  like  the  one  dropped  on  Hiroshima.  Furthermore, 
the  reactor  which  is  to  be  used  as  part  of  the  SDI  system 
will  have  10  times  the  power  of  the  experimental  model. 

Of  course,  the  discussion  of  problems  connected  with 
nuclear  disarmament  should  not  be  regarded  simply  as  a 
“derivative”  of  the  current  arguments  in  the  United 
States  over  the  safety  of  nuclear  sources  of  energy  used 
for  commercial  purposes.  “The  public  concern  about 
nuclear  arms  increased  even  before  the  Chernobyl  acci¬ 
dent,  in  connection  with  President  Reagan’s  decision  to 
continue  underground  nuclear  tests  in  spite  of  the  mor¬ 
atorium  announced  by  the  Russians.”*^  In  addition  to 
all  of  this,  stressed  J.  Grunebaum,  executive  director  of 
the  national  nuclear  freeze  campaign,  the  incidents  in 
civilian  atomic  installations  confirm  the  “impossibility 
of  relying  on  technology  in  the  nuclear  age  and  prove 
that  security  will  depend  ultimately  on  mutual  political 
understanding.” 


Footnotes 

1. TIME,  21  July  1986,  p  60, 

2.  THE  WASHINGTON  POST,  24  May  1986. 


3.  NEW  REPUBLIC,  14  July  1986,  p  31. 

4.  Ibid. 

5.  THE  WALL  STREET  JOURNAL,  6  May  1986. 

6.  NEW  REPUBLIC,  14  July  1986,  p  32. 

7.  THE  WALL  STREET  JOURNAL,  6  May  1986. 

8.  NEW  REPUBLIC,  14  July  1986,  p  32. 

9.  THE  NEW  YORK  TIMES,  13  May  1986. 

10.  Ibid. 

11.  TIME,  21  July  1986,  p  60. 

12.  THE  NEW  YORK  TIMES,  13  May  1986. 

13.  THE  CHICAGO  TRIBUNE,  8  June  1986. 

14.  THE  NEW  YORK  TIMES,  27  June  1986. 

15.  MERCURY  NEWS,  6  May  1986. 

16.  THE  LOS  ANGELES  TIMES,  13  May  1986. 

17.  THE  WASHINGTON  POST,  6  May  1986. 

18.  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  EXAMINER,  18  Septem¬ 
ber  1986. 

19.  THE  NEW  YORK  TIMES,  14  May  1986. 

COPYRIGHT:  Izdatelstvo  “Nauka”,  “SShA— ekono- 
mika,  politika,  ideologiya”,  1987 

8588 

Table  of  Contents  for  Year  1987 

}8030004g  Moscow  SSHA:  EKONOMIKA,  POLITIKA, 
IDEOLOGIYA  in  Russian  No  12,  Dec  87  (signed  to 
press  18  Nov  87)  pp  1 23- 1 27 

[Text] 

Commemorating  the  70th  Anniversary  of  the  October 
Socialist  Revolution 

Berezhkov,  V.M.,  “October,  America,  and  the  Myth  of 
the  ‘Soviet  Threat,”’  No  9 

Bogdanov,  R.G.,  “Soviet-American  Dialogue:  Difficul¬ 
ties  and  Prospects,”  No  1 1 

Henry,  Ernst,  “Lenin  and  America,”  No  1 1 

Gilenson,  B.A.,  “He  Witnessed  the  Birth  of  a  New 
World,”  No  10 


JPRS-USA-88-006 
5  July  1988 


18 


Izakov,  B.R.,  “Seventy  Years/’  No  1 1 

Petrov,  P.S.,  “Solidarity  with  Soviet  Russia/’  No  1 1 

Spandaryan,  V.B.,  “Soviet-American  Economic  Rela¬ 
tions:  Past,  Present,  and  Future,”  No  1 1 

Yakushevskiy,  A.S.,  “Intervention  Against  Soviet 
Russia,”  No  1 1 


For  Students  in  Party  Educational  System 

Abramov,  Yu.K.  and  Zubok,  V.M.,  “Traditions  and 
Myths  of  American  Democracy,”  No  6 

Arbatov,  A.G.,  Vasilyev,  A.A.,  and  Kokoshin,  A.A., 
“Nuclear  Weapons  and  Strategic  Stability,”  Nos  9,  10 

Belov,  A.M.,  “U.S.  Transnational  Banks  in  the  1980’s/’ 
No  1 


Berezhkov,  V.M.,  “Two  Concepts  of  Security,”  No  4 

Volkov,  N.V.,  “Structural  Reorganization  of  American 
Economy,”  No  3 

Davydov,  V.F.,  “The  Rarotonga  Treaty  and  Washing¬ 
ton,”  No  1 

Davydov,  Yu.P.,  “United  States- Western  Europe:  The 
Burden  of  Partnership,”  No  5 

Zhurkin,  V.V.,  Karaganov,  S.A.,  and  Kortunov,  A.V., 
“Reasonable  Sufficiency,”  No  1 2 

Keremetskiy,  Ya.N.,  “The  Working  Class  and  Foreign 
Policy  Issues,”  No  3 

Konareva,  L.A.,  “Production  Quality  Control  in  the 
United  States  and  Japan,”  Nos  4,  5 

Korniyenko,  G.M.,  “New  Phase  of  Anti-Nuclear  Strug¬ 
gle,”  No  10 

Nikiforov,  A.V.,  “United  States  in  World  Oil  Market  ” 
No  6 


Nikiforov,  A.V.,  “Peaceful  Coexistence  and  New  Think¬ 
ing,”  No  12 

Trofimenko,  G.A.,  “New  Realities  and  New  Thinking,” 
No  2 


Articles 

Abramov,  Yu.K.  and  Zubok,  V.M.,  “Traditions  and 
Myths  of  American  Democracy,”  No  6 

Alekhin,  B.L,  “Canada  and  Free  Trade,”  No  6 


Arbatov,  A.G.,  Vasilyev,  A.A,  and  Kokoshin,  A.A., 
“Nuclear  Weapons  and  Strategic  Stability,”  Nos  9,  10 

Belov,  A.M.,  “U.S,  Transnational  Banks  in  the  1980’s,” 
No  1 

Berezhkov,  V.M.,  “Two  Concepts  of  Security,”  No  4 

Berezhkov,  V.M.,  “October,  America,  and  the  Myth  of 
the  ‘Soviet  Threat,”’  No  9 

Bogdanov,  R.G.,  “Soviet-American  Dialogue:  Difficul¬ 
ties  and  Prospects,”  No  1 1 

Vasilyev,  A.A.,  Gerasev,  M.I,,  and  Kokoshin,  A.A., 
“Asymmetrical  Response  (Possible  Countermeasures  to 
SDI),”  No  2 

Vlasikhin,  V.A.  and  Chervonnaya,  S.A.,  “Rightwing 
Extremist  Terrorism  Under  the  Cover  of ‘Democracy,’” 
No  4 

Volkov,  N.V.,  “Structural  Reorganization  of  American 
Economy,”  No  3 

Volkova,  R.Yu.  and  Kuznetsova,  T.V.,  “The  Soldier  in 
the  American  Army,”  No  5 

Henry,  Ernst,  “Lenin  and  America,”  No  1 1 

Gilenson,  B.A.,  “He  Witnessed  the  Birth  of  a  New 
World,”  No  10 

Gladkov,  P.V.,  “In  Search  of ‘Alternative  Values,”’  No  7 

Gorbunov,  S.V.,  “United  States  and  New  Trends  in 
Capitalist  Finance,”  No  7 

Guskov,  S.I.,  “Sports  and  the  Spectator,”  No  9 

Davydov,  V.F,,  “The  Rarotonga  Treaty  and  Washing¬ 
ton,”  No  I 

Davydov,  Yu.P.,  “United  States-Western  Europe:  The 
Burden  of  Partnership,”  No  5 

Zhurkin,  V.V.,  Karaganov,  S.A.,  and  Kortunov,  A.V., 
“Reasonable  Sufficiency,”  No  12 

Zaychenko,  A.S.,  “Income  and  Consumption.  The 
American  Middle-Income  Family,”  No  12 

Zubok,  V.M.  and  Karaganova,  I.O.,  “The  Democrats 
After  the  Elections,”  No  1 

Izakov,  B.R.,  “Seventy  Years,”  No  1 1 

Izyumov,  A. I.,  “  ‘Democratization  of  Ownership’  in 
American  Corporations,”  No  7 


JPRS-USA-88-006 
5  July  1988 


19 


Israelyan,  V.L.,  “Washington  and  Chemical  Weapons 
Ban,”  No  12 

Karaganov,  S.A.,  “Western  Europe,  the  United  States, 
and  the  Issue  of  Disarmament,”  No  10 

Kvasov,  A.G.,  “Canada-United  States:  Formation  of 
Regional  Military-  Industrial  Complex,”  No  10 

Keremetskiy,  Ya.N.,  “The  Working  Class  and  Foreign 
Policy  Issues,”  No  3 

Kislov,  A.K.  and  Frolov,  A.V.,  “Middle  East  and  Penta¬ 
gon,”  No  4 

Kokoshin,  A.A.  and  Kortunov,  A.V.,  “Stability  and 
Change  in  International  Relations,”  No  7 

Konareva,  L.A.,  “Product  Quality  Control  in  United 
States  and  Japan,”  Nos  4,  5 

Komiyenko,  G.M.,  “New  Phase  of  Anti-Nuclear  Strug¬ 
gle,”  No  10 

Lown,  Bernard,  “Prospects  for  Soviet-American  Coop¬ 
eration  (A  Physician’s  Point  of  View),”  No  1 

Mazing,  V.A.  and  Oznobishchev,  S.K.,  “The  ‘European 
Defense  Initiative’-  -An  Adjunct  to  the  SDI,”  No  8 

Malashenko,  I.Ye.,  “Political  and  Psychological  Aspects 
of  U.S.  Nuclear  Strategy,”  No  12 

Medvedkov,  S.Yu.,  “U.S.  ‘Second  Economy’:  Parame¬ 
ters,  Trends,  Contradictions,”  No  10 

Migranyan,  A.M.,  “Conservative  Stereotypes  and  Real¬ 
ity,”  No  3 

Musatov,  V.T.,  “Credit  and  Financial  Problems  in  the 
American  Economy,”  No  8 

Nemova,  L.A.  and  Shchukina,  Ye. A.,  “Canada’s  Immi¬ 
gration  Policy,”  No  7 

Nikiforov,  A.V.,  “The  United  States  and  the  World  Oil 
Market,”  No  6 

Nikiforov,  A.V.,  “Peaceful  Coexistence  and  the  New 
Thinking,”  No  12 

Nosov,  M.G.,  “Washington  and  Asian-Pacific  Security,” 


Petrov,  P.S.,  “Solidarity  with  Soviet  Russia,”  No  1 1 

Razumnova,  I.I.,  “Contradictions  of  Monopolization 
Process,”  No  5 

Rohatyn,  Felix,  “On  the  Brink,”  No  9 


Savelyev,  V.A.,  “Reaganism:  Preliminary  Results,”  No  9 

Sakharov,  N.A.,  “Today’s  Super-Rich,”  No  8  - 

Sokolov,  V.I.  and  Feygin,  Yu.M.,  “Protection  of  Nature 
Reserves  in  Canada,”  No  4 

Spandaryan,  V.B.,  “Soviet-American  Economic  Rela¬ 
tions:  Past,  Present,  and  Future,”  No  1 1 

Sturua,  G.M.,  “The  Struggle  for  the  Limitation  of  Naval 
Activity  in  the  Indian  Ocean,”  No  9 

Sysoyev,  I.N.  and  Barinov,  E.A.,  “Foreign  Banks  in  the 
United  States,”  No  6 

Trofimenko,  G.A.,  “New  Realities  and  the  New  Think¬ 
ing,”  No  2 

Trynkov,  A.A.  and  Grigoryan,  S.Yu.,  “Pro-  and  Anti- 
Americanism  in  the  FRG,”  No  6 

Chernov,  V.L.,  “USSR-United  States:  Some  Past  Expe¬ 
rience,”  No  8 

Chetverikov,  S.B.,  “Political  Appointees  and  the  Wash¬ 
ington  Bureaucracy,”  No  2 

Fedorov,  R.F.,  “The  UN  Convention  on  the  Law  of  the 
Sea  and  Washington’s  Policy,”  No  6 

Filatov,  S.B.,  “Catholicism  in  Canadian  Sociopolitical 
Affairs,”  No  3  Fisher,  Roger,  “The  New  Way  of  Think¬ 
ing  in  American-Soviet  Relations,”  No  7 

Shvedova,  N.A.,  “Public  Health  in  the  United  States 
Today,”  No  2 

Yakushevskiy,  A.S.,  “Intervention  Against  Soviet 
Russia,”  No  1 1 

From  American  History 

Lapitskiy,  M.I.,  “The  Murder  of  Sacco  and  Vanzetti,” 
No  8 

Fursenko,  A.A.,  “Constitutional  Convention,”  No  7 

Shpotov,  B.M.,  “The  Farmers  Rebellion  of  Daniel  Shays 
(1786-1787),”  No  2 

Meetings  and  Impressions 

Anichkina,  V.S.,  “With  the  Women  of  New  England,” 


Maikova,  Z.A.,  “In  the  American  Schools,”  No  1 

Commentaries  and  Reports 

Ayseli,  N.A.,  “The  Pentagon  and  Austria,”  No  1 

Alekhin,  B.I.,  “Canada-PRC:  Broadening  the  Horizons 
of  Cooperation,”  No  8 


JPRS-USA-88-006 
5  July  1988 


20 


Anichkin,  A.O.,  “Paradoxes  of  American-Japanese 
Alliance,”  No  2 

Anichkina,  V.S.,  “On  the  Road  to  the  White  House,”  No  7 

Beglova,  N.S.,  “Crisis  in  the  Persian  Gulf,”  No  12 

Belova,  T.Ye.,  “The  ‘Baby-Boom’  Generation  in  Pol¬ 
itics,”  No  9 

Berezhnykh,  OA.,  “First  Armored  Turret  Ship,”  No  9 

Voyna,  V.A.,  “How  To  Save  the  Future,”  No  5 

Voyna,  V.A.,  “Dialogue  with  Hollywood,”  No  10 

Galkin,  LV.  and  Yazkov,  Ye.R,  “The  Moscow  State 
University  Laboratory  of  American  Studies,”  No  8 

Gorbunov,  S,V,,  “The  Declining  Exchange  Rate  of  the 
Dollar:  Causes  and  Consequences,”  No  4 

Guseva,  V.S.,  “  ‘Battle  for  the  Future,”’  No  6 

Guseva,  V.S.,  “Television  Evangelists  and  Their  Flock,” 
No  12 

Kalugin,  V.L,  “Washington  and  Greece,”  No  8 

Kozin,  V.P,,  “United  Nations  and  Naval  Limitations,” 
No  10 

Kunitsyn,  A.V.,  “The  Lifting  of  Sanctions  Against 
Poland,”  No  6 

Kunitsyn,  A.V.,  “CoCom:  Washington’s  Ambitions  and 
Common  Sense,”  No  7 

Litavrin,  P.G.,  “The  United  States  and  Political  Changes 
in  Latin  America,”  No  4 

“Fiftieth  Anniversary  of  First  Flight  from  USSR  to 
United  States,”  No  7 

Sitnikov,  B.P.,  “Narcotics  and  Politics,”  No  3 

Sitnikov,  B.P.,  “Mulroney’s  ‘New  Beginning,”’  No  2 

Solovyeva,  A.A.,  “Micronesia:  Freedom,  American 
Style,”  No  5 

Todorova,  L.,  “The  Latest  Technology  and  the  Export  of 
American  Culture,”  No  2 

Turkatenko,  N.D.,  “The  Iran  Affair  and  Its  Conse¬ 
quences,”  No  1 


Chernov,  V.L,,  “From  the  ‘Truman  Doctrine’  to  Rea¬ 
gan’s  ‘Neoglobalism, ’”  No  3 


Economic  Surveys 

Gluskin,  E.A.  and  Tuchapskiy,  K.O.,  “United  States  in 
International  Shipping,”  No  2 

Volkov,  N.V.  and  Krasnov,  M.P.,  “The  U.S.  Economy  in 
1986,”  No  5 

Kondratyev,  V.B.,  “Regional  Peculiarities  of  U.S.  Indus¬ 
trial  Development,”  No  8 

Kuteynikov,  A.A,  and  Supyan,  V.B.,  “Economic  and 
Social  Aspects  of  Data  Processing,”  No  3 

Mikheyev,  A.N.,  “The  200-Mile  Fishing  Zone,”  No  4 

Parkanskiy,  A.B.,  “U.S.  Foreign  Trade  in  the  Middle  of 
the  1980’s,”  No  6 

Skvortsov,  B.V.,  “Energy  Problems  in  Civil  Aviation,” 
No  9 

Starostenkova,  Ye.Ye.,  “Canada:  Economic  Conditions 
in  the  1980’s,”  No  1 

Starostenkova,  Ye.Ye.,  “Tax  Reform  in  Canada,”  No  12 

Tikhonov,  O.V.,  “Reagan  Administration  Tax  Policy,” 
No  1 1 


Interviews 

“Women  Speak  Out,”  No  10 

“Canadian  Professor  on  Current  Issues,”  No  6 

“PRAVDA  Sold  on  American  Newsstands,”  No  8 

“Professor  Joseph  Ha  on  Joint  Ventures,”  No  12 

Toffler,  Alvin,  “‘This  Is  a  Special  Moment  in  Your 
History,”’  No  1 


On  Capitol  Hill 

Vasilkov,  V.Yu.,  “Congress  and  Sanctions  Against  South 
Africa,”  No  2 

Veremyeva,  Ye.M.,  “Congress  and  the  White  House,” 
No  10 

Ivanov,  Yu.A.,  “Difficult  Problems  Facing  Congress,” 
No  4 

Turkatenko,  N.D.,  “An  Inquiry  into  Scientific  and  Tech¬ 
nical  Cooperation,”  No  6 


JPRS-USA-88-006 
5  July  1988 


21 


Culture  and  Life 

Ivanov,  V.A.,  “Discussions  of  Canadian  Film,”  No  5 

Kartseva,  Ye.N.,  “American  Film  in  the  1980’s:  Strokes 
for  a  Portrait,”  No  6 

Mulyarchik,  A.S.,  “A  Tour  of  Literary  America,”  No  3 
Scanning  the  Press 

Korsheva,  I.Ye.,  “Bicentennial  of  American  Constitu¬ 
tion,”  No  12 

Samonova,  N.O.,  “American  Forecasts  of  U.S.  Eco¬ 
nomic  Development,”  No  10 

Spandaryan,  V.B.,  “Bilateral  Dependence,”  No  9 
Translations  and  Digests 

Bellah,  R.,  Madsen,  R.,  Sullivan,  W.,  Swidler,  A.  and 
Tipton,  S.,  “Habits  of  the  Heart”  (digest).  Nos  8-12 

“Tower  Commission  Report,”  No  7 

Melman,  Seymour,  “An  Economic  Alternative  to  the 
Arms  Race,”  Nos  4,  5  (concluding  remarks  by  V.P. 
Konobeyev,  No  5) 

Naisbitt,  J.  and  Aburdene,  P.,  “Re-Inventing  the  Corpo¬ 
ration”  (continuation),  Nos  1-3 

Science  and  Technology 

Belyayeva,  T.T.,  “The  Role  of  the  Electronics  Industry  in 
the  Arms  Race,”  No  1 

Vasilyev,  A. A.,  Voronkov,  A. A.,  and  Ushanov,  Yu. A., 
“Organization  and  Administration  of  SDI  Program,”  No 
1 

Gyulmisarov,  V.R.  and  Pisarev,  V.D.,  “World  Ocean 
Resources  and  U.S.  Policy,”  No  5 

Daniyelov,  A.R.,  “Innovations  in  U.S.  Machine  Build¬ 
ing,”  No  4 

Kolupayeva,  S.R.,  “Forms  of  Scientific  Cooperation  by 
Universities  and  Industry,”  No  7 

Korovina,  A.L.,  “Nuclear  Power  Engineering  in  the 
United  States:  Problems  and  Solutions,”  No  12 

Lebedeva,  Ye.A.,  “The  ‘Brain  Transfer’  to  the  United 
States,”  No  3 

Savinov,  A.L,  “Development  of  Electronics,”  No  1 1 

Sokolov,  V.I.,  “Water  Conservation  and  Diversion  in 
the  United  States,”  No  8 


Khorkov,  V.T.,  “Prospects  for  Astronautics,  American 
Model,”  No  10 

Management 

Gromeka,  V.I.  and  Porfiryev,  B.N.,  “Organization  of 
Emergency  Management,”  No  6 

Agriculture 

Mikheyev,  A.N.  and  Shcheglov,  I.A.,  “Crop  Production 
Machinery,”  No  12 

Sotnikov,  S.V.,  “Biotechnology  in  Agriculture,”  No  1 1 

Chemyakov,  B.A.,  “Use  of  Feed  Resources  in  Animal 
Husbandry,”  No  3 

Bibliography 

Izakov,  B.R.,  “Dangerous  Blunders,”  No  4 

Mirimskaya,  O.M.,  “Economics  and  Politics  of  Comput¬ 
erization,”  No  2 

Usachev,  LG.,  “Roots  of  U.S.  Expansionism,”  No  1 1 

Shaskolskiy,  A.L,  “A  Depressing  and  Ruinous  Venture,” 
No  9 


Book  Reviews 

“Amerikanskiye  vnutrenniye  prioritety.  Ekonomiches- 
kaya  otsenka”  [American  Domestic  Priorities.  An  Eco¬ 
nomic  Appraisal]  (Sokolov,  V.I.),  No  5 

“Amerikanskiy  kapitalizm  v  80-ye  gody.  Zakonomer- 
nosti  i  tendentsii  razvitiya  ekonomiki”  [American  Cap¬ 
italism  in  the  1980’s.  Natural  Trends  and  Tendencies  in 
Economic  Development],  edited  by  G.Ye.  Skorov 
(Shamberg,  V.M.),  No  12 

Ashin,  G.K.,  “Sovremennyye  teorii  elity:  kriticheskiy 
ocherk”  [Contemporary  Theories  of  the  Elite:  Critical 
Survey]  (Zubok,  V.M.),  No  2 

Brown,  N.  and  Farrar-Hockley,  A.,  “Nuclear  First  Use” 
(Davydov,  V.F.),  No  5 

Bottome,  Edgar,  “Balance  of  Terror.  Nuclear  Weapons 
and  the  Illusion  of  Security,”  and  Gervasi,  T.,  “The 
Myth  of  Soviet  Military  Supremacy”  (Glagolev,  N.N.), 
No  11 

Broad,  William  J.,  “Star  Warriors”  (Gladkov,  P.V.),  No 
5 

Wiarda,  H.,  “Ethnocentrism  in  Foreign  Policy:  Can  We 
Understand  the  Third  World?”  (Kolobov,  O.A.  and 
Sergunin,  A.A.),  No  1 


JPRS-USA-88-006 
5  July  1988 


22 


Vietor,  Richard,  “Energy  Policy  in  America  Since  1945” 
(Likhacheva,  Ye.V.),  No  1 

Gasanov,  R.M.,  “Promyshlennyy  shpionazh  na  sluzhbe 
monopoliy”  [Industrial  Espionage  at  the  Service  of 
Monopolies]  (Korovina,  A.L.),  No  4 

Geyevskiy,  LA.  and  Chervonnaya,  S.A.,  “Natsionalnyy 
vopros  V  obshchestvenno-politicheskoy  zhizni  SShA” 
[Ethnic  Issues  in  U.S.  Sociopolitical  Affairs]  (Ula- 
novskiy,  Yu.B.  and  Shatilo,  I.S.),  No  2 

Goldsmith,  Raymond  W.,  “Comparative  National  Bal¬ 
ance  Sheets.  A  Study  of  20  Countries,  1688-1978” 
(Nesterov,  L.L),  No  7 

Davis,  Mike,  “Prisoners  of  the  American  Dream” 
(Savelyev,  V.A.),  No  8 

Dukhovnaya,  L.T.,  “Burzhuaznoye  gosudarstvo  i  rynok 
truda.  Problemy  i  protivorechiya”  [The  Bourgeois  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  Labor  Market.  Problems  and  Contra¬ 
dictions]  (Supyan,  V.B.),  No  4 

Seiler,  Signe,  “Die  GI’s.  Amerikanische  Soldaten  in 
Deutschland”  (Trynkov,  A. A.),  No  8 

Zlobin,  G.,  “Po  tu  storonu  mechty:  stranitsy  amerikans- 
koy  literatury  XX  v.”  [The  Other  Side  of  the  Dream: 
Episodes  from  20th-Century  American  Literature] 
(Alyakrinskiy,  O.A.),  No  4 

Zhidkov,  O.A.,  “Verkhovnyy  sud  SShA:  pravo  i  poli- 
tika”  [The  U.S.  Supreme  Court:  The  Law  and  Politics] 
(Savelyev,  V.A.),  No  4 

“Istoki  i  formirovaniye  amerikanskoy  natsionalnoy  lite¬ 
ratury.  XVII-  XVIII  vv.”  [Origins  and  Development  of 
American  National  Literature,  17th  and  18th  Centuries] 
(Kizima,  M.P.),  No  1 

Kaufman,  William  A.,  “A  Reasonable  Defense” 
(Voronkov,  A.A.  and  Ushanov,  Yu.A.),  No  4 

Keen,  Sam,  “Faces  of  the  Enemy”  (Churmanteyev, 
A.V.),  No  12 

Korolev,  I.S.,  “Valyutnyye  otnosheniya  kapitalizma: 
ekonomika  i  politika”  [Capitalist  Currency  Relations: 
Economics  and  Politics]  (Ivanov,  S.I.  and  Pashkus, 
Yu.V.),  No  6 

Kochetkov,  G.B.,  “Avtomatizatsiya  kontorskogo  truda  v 
SShA”  [Automation  of  Office  Work  in  the  United  States] 
(Antonyuk,  B.D.),  No  1 

Kukarkin,  A.V.,  “Burzhuaznaya  massovaya  kultura. 
Teorii.  Idei.  Raznovidnosti.  Obraztsy.  Tekhnika. 
Biznes”  [The  Bourgeois  Mass  Culture.  Theories,  Ideas, 
Varieties,  Models,  Technology,  and  Business]  (Melvil, 
L.G.),  No  2 


Matusovskaya,  Ye.M.,  “Amerikanskaya  realisticheskaya 
zhivopis.  Ocherki”  [American  Realistic  Painting. 
Essays]  (Furman,  D.Ye.),  No  3 

Melvil,  A.Yu.,  “SShA— sdvig  vpravo?  Konservatizm  v 
ideyno-politicheskoy  zhizni  SShA  80-kh  godov”  [United 
States — Shift  to  the  Right?  Conservatism  in  U.S.  Politi¬ 
cal  Ideology  in  the  1980’s]  (Sogrin,  V.V.),  No  5 

Menshikov,  S.M.,  “Sovremennyy  kapitalizm:  ekono¬ 
mika  bez  budushchego?  Dialektika  obshchego  krizisa” 
[Contemporary  Capitalism:  An  Economy  Without  a 
Future?  The  Dialectics  of  the  General  Crisis]  (Bobrakov, 
Yu.L),  No  5 

Mills,  D.  Quinn,  “The  New  Competitors”  (Porfiryev, 
B.N.),  No  8 

Mintz,  R.  and  Schwartz,  M.,  “The  Power  Structure  of 
American  Business,”  and  Blumenthal,  S.,  “The  Rise  of 
the  Counter-Establishment.  From  Conservative  Ideol¬ 
ogy  to  Political  Power”  (Shvedkov,  Yu.A.),  No  10 

Mitrokhin,  L.N.,  “Religii  ‘novogo  veka’”  [“New  Age” 
Religions]  (Geyevskiy,  I.A.),  No  3 

Mogilnitskiy,  B.G.,  Gulbin,  G.K.,  and  Nikolayeva, 
I. Yu.,  “Amerikanskaya  burzhuaznaya  ‘psikhoistoriya’” 
[American  Bourgeois  “Psychohistory”]  (Yegorova, 
Ye.V.),  No  5 

“Towards  a  Sustained  Expansion:  Canada’s  Economic 
Prospects”  (Starostenkova,  Ye. Ye.),  No  7 

Niosi,  J.,  “Canadian  Multinationals”  (Kvasov,  A.G.), 
No  4 

“The  New  Direction  in  American  Politics”  (Oleshchuk, 
Yu.F.),  No  4 

“OON  i  sovremennyye  mezhdunarodnyye  otnosheniya” 
[United  Nations  and  Contemporary  International  Rela¬ 
tions]  (Nekrasov,  A.Ya.),  No  1 1 

Ornatskiy,  I.A.,  “Ekonomicheskaya  diplomatiya”  [Eco¬ 
nomic  Diplomacy]  (Zimenkov,  R.I.),  No  1 

“Countdown  on  SALT-II.  The  Case  for  Preserving 
SALT-II  Limits  on  U.S.  and  Soviet  Strategic  Forces” 
(Bubnova,  N.I.),  No  6 

Osyatynskiy,  Viktor,  “Sovremennyy  amerikanskiy  kon¬ 
servatizm  i  liberalizm”  [Contemporary  American  Con¬ 
servatism  and  Liberalism]  (Zadorozhnyuk,  I. Ye.),  No  3 

Paarlberg,  Robert  L.,  “Food  Trade  and  Foreign  Policy. 
India,  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  United  States]  (Linnik, 
I.B.),  No  10 


JPRS-USA-88-006 
5  July  1988 


23 


“Panorama  of  Diversion,  or  the  Image  of  Poland  in 
‘Voice  of  America’  Propaganda  in  1982-1984”  (Bol¬ 
shakov,  S.I.)>  No  2 

“Shared  Destiny:  Fifty  Years  of  Soviet-American  Rela¬ 
tions”  (Bursov,  A.V.),  No  2 

Pinchot,  Gifford,  III,  “Intrapreneuring”  (Ivanov,  M.M.), 
No  7 

“Psychology  and  the  Prevention  of  Nuclear  War.  A  Book 
of  Readings”  (Churmanteyev,  A.V.),  No  3 

Roche,  Douglas,  “Canada  and  the  Pursuit  of  Peace” 
(Israelyan,  Ye.V.),  No  6 

Ray,  J.L.,  “The  Future  of  American-Israeli  Relations.  A 
Parting  of  the  Ways?”  (Sergunin,  A.A.),  No  5 

De  Sa  Rego,  Carlos  and  Tornello,  Fabrizio,  “La  guerre 
des  etoiles”  (Kireyev,  V.P.),  No  8 

“The  Soviet  Union  in  the  Third  World,  1980-85” 
(Pyadysheva,  Ye.B.),  No  7 

“USA — Aussenpolitik  in  der  Gegenwart,”  by  Claus 
Montag  et  al  (Puzanov,  S.Ye.),  No  9 

Ferguson,  T.  and  Rogers,  J.,  “Right  Turn.  The  Decline  of 
the  Democrats  and  the  Future  of  American  Politics” 
(Razmustov,  V.B.),  No  8 

Formanek,  Miloslav,  “Ideologic  a  politika  neokonserva- 
tizmu”  (Zadorozhnyuk,  I. Ye.),  No  10 

Francis,  Diane,  “Controlling  Interest.  Who  Owns  Can¬ 
ada?”  and  Foster,  Peter,  “The  Master  Builders.  How  the 
Reichmanns  Reached  for  an  Empire”  (Anikin,  A.  V.),  No 
8 

Hammer,  Armand  and  Lyndon,  Neil,  “Hammer.  Wit¬ 
ness  to  History”  (Sidoruk,  A.F.),  No  1 1 

Herken,  Gregg,  “Counsels  of  War”  (Kobrinskaya,  I.Ya.), 
No  3 

“Shirokomasshtabnaya  protivoraketnaya  sistema  i 
mezhdunarodnaya  bezopasnost”  [The  Broad-Scale  Anti¬ 
missile  System  and  International  Security]  (Glebovich, 
V.G.),  No  1 

Shmelev,  N.P.,  “Vsemirnoye  khozyaystvo:  tendentsii, 
sdvigi  i  protivorechiya”  [The  World  Economy:  Tenden¬ 
cies,  Changes,  and  Conflicts]  (Korolev,  I.S.),  No  1 1 

“Canadian  Industry  in  Transition”  and  “Industrial  Pol¬ 
icy”  (Alekhin,  B.I.  and  Shapyrina,  O.A.),  No  9 

“The  Economy  in  Deficit,”  edited  by  Philip  Cagan 
(Gorbunov,  S.V.  and  Deykin,  A.I.),  No  6 


“U.S.  Economic  Expansion:  Western  Europe,”  “U.S. 
Economic  Expansion:  Latin  America,”  and  “U.S.  Eco¬ 
nomic  Expansion:  Asia  and  Africa”  (Shifrin,  I.A.),  No  3 

Epstein,  J.M.,  “The  1987  Defense  Budget”  (Travkina, 
N.M.),  No  7 

Yankelovich,  D.,  Zetterberg,  H.,  Struempel,  B.,  Shanks, 
M.,  Immerwahr,  J.,  Noelle-Neuman,  E.,  Sengoku,  T., 
and  Yuchtman-Yaar,  E.,  “The  World  at  Work”  (Supyan, 
V.B.),  No  5 

Books  in  Brief 

Alekhin,  B.I.  and  Komkova,  Ye.G.,  “Kanada  v  mirovoy 
torgovle”  [Canada  in  World  Trade]  (Biryukova,  Ye.A.), 
No  8 

“Antimarksistskiye  ideyno-politicheskiye  techeniya  i 
problemy  obshchestvennogo  razvitiya”  [Anti-Marxist 
Politico-Ideological  Currents  and  Problems  in  Social 
Development]  (Deyev,  V.A.),  No  7 

Bogina,  Sh.A.,  “Etnokulturnyye  protsessy  v  SShA 
(konets  XVIII-nachalo  XIX  v.)”  [Ethnocultural  Pro¬ 
cesses  in  the  United  States  (Late  18th  and  Early  19th 
Centuries)]  (Yevtukh,  V.B.),  No  10 

Guskov,  S.I.,  “Goluboy  monstr.  Sportivnoye  televide- 
niye  SShA  na  sluzhbe  amerikanskogo  imperializma” 
[Blue  Monster.  U.S.  Television  Sports  at  the  Service  of 
American  Imperialism]  (Alyakrinskiy,  O.A.),  No  7 

Kondratenko,  V.M.,  “Pod  maskoy  obyektivnosti.  ‘Nyyu- 
York  tayms’:  amerikanskaya  informatsionno-propagan- 
distskaya  mashina”  [Under  the  Guise  of  Objectivity. 
THE  NEW  YORK  TIMES:  American  News-Propaganda 
Machine]  (Orekhova,  S.G.),  No  7 

Kostin,  P.V.,  “Taynaya  politika  SShA.  FBR:  proshloye  i 
nastoyashcheye”  [Secret  U.S,  Policy.  The  FBI:  Past  and 
Present]  (Lapitskiy,  M.I.),  No  10 

Kornilov,  Yu.E.  and  Shishkin,  G.A.,  “Kto  pravit  Amer- 
ikoy?”  [Who  Rules  America?]  (Abramov,  Yu.K.),  No  9 

Lisitsyn,  Ye.N.,  “Ekologicheskaya  politika  SShA.  Gosu- 
darstvenno-  pravovoye  regulirovaniye  okhrany  okruzha- 
yushchey  sredy”  [U.S.  Ecological  Policy.  Governmental- 
Legal  Regulation  of  Environmental  Protection] 
(Sokolov,  V.I.),  No  8 

Ponomareva,  I.B.  and  Smirnova,  N.A.,  “Geopolitika 
imperializma  SShA”  [Geopolitics  of  U.S.  Imperialism] 
(Borko,  Yu.A.),  No  7 

Punin,  Ye.L,  “Tsenoobrazovaniye  v  mezhdunarodnoy 
torgovle.  Teoriya  i  praktika  formirovaniya  tsen  v  uslo- 
viyakh  NTR”  [Prices  in  International  Trade.  Theory  and 
Practice  of  Pricing  at  a  Time  of  Technological  Revolu¬ 
tion]  (Bobrakov,  Yu.I.),  No  8 


JPRS-USA-88-006 
5  July  1988 


24 


Savelyev,  V.,  “SShA:  krizis  zakonodatelnoy  vlasti”  [Cri¬ 
sis  of  U.S.  Legislative  Branch]  (Zyablyuk,  N.G.),  No  10 

Utkin,  A.I.,  “Strategiya  globalnoy  ekspansii:  vneshnepo- 
liticheskiye  doktriny  SShA”  [Strategy  of  Global  Expan¬ 
sion:  U.S.  Foreign  Policy  Doctrines]  (Arkadyev,  V.A.), 
No  7 

Shomina,  Ye.S.,  “Kontrasty  amerikanskogo  goroda  (sot- 
sialno-  geograficheskiye  aspekty  urbanizatsii)”  [Con¬ 
trasts  of  the  American  City  (Sociogeographic  Aspects  of 
Urbanization)]  (German,  G.N.),  No  9 

Politics  and  People 

“Jack  F.  Matlock— New  U.S.  Ambassador  to  the  Soviet 
Union,”  No  7 

“William  Webster— New  Director  of  the  CIA,”  No  6 

“Frank  C.  Carlucci — New  Assistant  to  the  U.S.  Presi¬ 
dent  for  National  Security  Affairs,”  No  2 

Background  Material 

Glebovich,  V.G.,  “Antisatellite  Weapon:  the  ASAT 
System,”  No  2 

Kulik,  S.A.  and  Sergeyev,  V.N.,  “The  SDI,  Computers, 
and  Strategic  Stability,”  No  1 1 

Litvinova,  M.A.  and  Orlov,  V.N.,  “Congressional  Infor¬ 
mation  and  Analysis  Services,”  No  4 

Makarevskiy,  V.I.,  “Conventional  Weapons,”  No  1 1 

Nikerov,  G.I.,  “Reform  of  Administrative  Law  and 
Procedure,”  No  10 

Orlov,  V.N.,  “Presidential  Papers,”  No  8 

Fedorov,  B.G.,  “U.S.  Futures,”  No  12 

“Conference  of  Young  Scholars  of  American  Affairs,” 
No  6 

Essays  on  American  States 

Introduction,  No  2;  Vermont  and  New  Hampshire,  No 
4;  Connecticut,  No  6;  Massachusetts,  No  5;  Maine,  No  3; 
New  England,  No  2;  New  Jersey,  No  9;  New  York,  No 
10;  Pennsylvania,  No  12;  Rhode  Island,  No  7;  Middle 
Atlantic  States,  No  9 

Canadian  Affairs 

Alekhin,  B.L,  “Canada  and  Free  Trade,”  No  6 

Alekhin,  B.L,  “Canada-PRC:  Broadening  the  Horizons 
of  Cooperation,”  No  8 


Danilov,  S.Yu.  and  Cherkasov,  A.I.,  Canadian 
National  Emblem,  Flag,  and  Anthem,”  No  5 

Ivanov,  V.A.,  “Discussions  of  Canadian  Film,”  No  5 

“Canadian  Professor  on  Current  Issues,”  No  6 

Kvasov,  A.G.,  “Canada-United  States:  Formation  of 
Regional  Military-  Industrial  Complex,”  No  10 

Nemova,  L.A.  and  Shchukina,  Ye.A.,  “Canada’s  Immi¬ 
gration  Policy,”  No  7 

“Northwest  Territories,”  No  1 

Sokolov,  V.I.  and  Feygin,  Yu.M.,  “Protection  of  Nature 
Reserves  in  Canada,”  No  4 

Starostenkova,  Ye. Ye.,  “Canada:  Economic  Conditions 
in  the  1980’s,”  No  1 

Starostenkova,  Ye. Ye.,  “Tax  Reform  in  Canada,”  No  12 

Filatov,  S.B.,  “Catholicism  in  Canadian  Sociopolitical 
Affairs,”  No  3 

Cherkasov,  A.I.,  “The  Maple  Leaf— Symbol  of  Canada,” 
No  3 

“Yukon,”  No  1 

Answers  to  Readers’  Questions 

Belov,  A.M.,  “The  Capitalist  Currency  Market,”  No  9 

Gasanov,  R.M.,  “Industrial  Espionage,”  No  1 

Danilov,  S.Yu.  and  Cherkasov,  A.L,  “Canadian 
National  Emblem,  Flag,  and  Anthem,”  No  5 

Ionova,  Ye.P.,  “Vocational  and  Technical  Education  in 
the  United  States,”  No  2 

Cherkasov,  A.L,  “The  Maple  Leaf — Symbol  of  Canada, 
No  3 

Chronology  of  Soviet-American  Relations 
Nos  1,  4,  7,  10 

Letters  to  Editor 

Nos  4,  7,  8,  9 

COPYRIGHT:  Izdatelstvo  “Nauka”,  “SShA— ekono- 
mika,  politika,  ideologiya”,  1987 

8588 


JPRS-USA-88-006 
5  July  1988 


25 


Articles  Not  Translated  from  SSHA: 
EKONOMIKA,  POLITIKA,  IDEOLOGIYA  No 
12,  December  1987 

18030004h  Moscow  SSHA:  EKONOMIKA,  POLITIKA, 
IDEOLOGIYA  in  Russian  No  12,  Dec  87  (signed  to 
press  18  Nov  87)  pp  1-2 

Income  and  Consumption:  American  Middle-Income 


Family  (A.S.  Zaychenko) . pp  31-41 

Crisis  in  Persian  Gulf  (N.S.  Beglova)  . pp  52-58 


Television  Evangelists  and  Their  Flock  (V.S,  Guseva) .. 
pp  58-61 

Tax  Reform  in  Canada  (Ye.Ye.  Starostenkova) . pp 

62-66 

Bicentennial  of  American  Constitution  (I.Ye.  Korzheva) 
. pp  71-73 

Habits  of  the  Heart  (Robert  N.  Bellah,  Richard  Madsen, 
William  M.  Sullivan,  Ann  Swidler,  Steven  M.  Tipton)  . 
pp  74-87 

Crop  Production  Machinery  (A.N.  Mikheyev,  LA. 
Shcheglov)  . pp  95-  102 

Review  of  “American  Capitalism  in  1980’s.  Natural 
Trends  and  Tendencies  in  Economic  Development,” 
edited  by  G.Ye.  Skorov  (V.M.  Shamberg) ..  pp  103-106 

Review  of  “Faces  of  the  Enemy.  Reflections  of  the 
Hostile  Imagination”  by  Sam  Keen  (A.V.  Churmante- 
yev)  . pp  106-108 


U.S.  Futures  (B.G.  Fedorov) . pp  109-114 

Pennsylvania  (M.S.  Kalashnikova) . pp  115-122 

8588 

Publication  Data 


I8030004i  Moscow  SSHA:  EKONOMIKA,  POLITIKA, 
IDEOLOGIYA  in  Russian  No  12,  Dec  87  (signed  to 
press  18  Nov  87) 

English  title:  USA:  ECONOMICS,  POLITICS,  IDEOL¬ 
OGY 

Russian  title:  SSHA:  EKONOMIKA,  POLITIKA, 
IDEOLOGIYA 

Editor:  V.M.  Berezhkov 

Publishing  house:  Izdatelstvo  Nauka 

Place  of  publication:  Moscow 

Date  of  publication:  December  1987 

Signed  to  press:  18  November  1987 

Copies:  31,000 

COPYRIGHT:  Izdatelstvo  “Nauka”,  “SShA---ekono- 
mika,  politika,  ideologiya”,  1987 

8588 


